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June 7, 1996 

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, Sovereign of this Na
tion and gracious Father of our lives, 
thank You for enabling unity in diver
sity and oneness in spite of our dif
ferences. You hold us together when 
otherwise ideas and policies and resolu
tions would divide us. Make us sen
sitive to one another, especially when a 
vote makes conspicuous our dif
ferences. Help us to reach out to each 
other to affirm that we are one in our 
calling to lead our Nation. May we nei
ther savor our victories nor nurse our 
disappointments, but press on. 

So we fall on the knees of our hearts 
seeking Your blessings for our work 
this day. To know You is our greatest 
privilege and to grow in our knowledge 
of Your will is our most urgent need. 
Lord, our strength is insufficient; bless 
us with Your wisdom. Our vision is in
complete; bless us with Your hope. In 
Your holy name. Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able majority leader, Senator DOLE 
from Kansas, is recognized. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. DOLE. I thank the President pro 

tempo re. 
Mr. President, today, there will be a 

period for morning business for 2 hours, 
and rollcall votes could occur today on 
executive or legislative items cleared 
for action. We would like to work out 
some of the nominees, at least clear 
some of the nominees on the Executive 
Calendar, including some of the judi
cial nominees. It has been suggested if 
that is not possible, we just start down 
the list one at a time. I am not certain 
that will happen today, but we will 
continue to work on it. 

On Monday, it is hoped the Senate 
can begin debate on the budget resolu
tion conference report. There is a stat
utory 10-hour time limit. Hopefully, we 
can resolve that today and work out 
some agreement. I am not certain how 
much time it will take. It should not 
take 10 hours on a conference report. 

In any event, we will be in touch 
with our colleagues later sometime 
this morning. We are still working on 
health care. My view is we are very 
close. I am not certain what the White 

House view is, but I believe we have 
made a lot of progress. There has been 
a lot of give and take. Whether or not 
that will be complete by next Tuesday 
is problematical, but we are making 
progress and, hopefully, there can be 
some resolution. At least when it is 
taken up, it may have broad support. 
That may or may not be possible, but 
the Republicans will meet at 9:45 in my 
office, Republican conferees from the 
House and Senate. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAIG). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

BALANCING THE BUDGET 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to express regret over what hap
pened yesterday. Yesterday was a very 
significant day in America. We had an 
opportunity yesterday to pass a bal
anced budget amendment to the Con
stitution. Of course, it did not work 
out. We fell short by a couple votes. 

It reminds me a little bit of last year 
when we fell short by one vote-one 
vote-one vote away from forcing fiscal 
discipline into two bodies that have ex
pressed and shown and demonstrated 
no fiscal discipline over the past 40 
years. 

This is not anything that is new. I 
can remember, Mr. President, back in 
the middle 1970's when there was an ad 
by, I think, the National Taxpayers 
Union. They had a nationwide ad. They 
were trying to express to the people of 
America how serious the debt was, and 
tried to give us an understanding as to 
what these dollars really mean. Be
cause once you start getting past Sl 
million or Sl billion or Sl trillion, no
body really has any concept of what it 
is. Our debt right now, when you say S5 
trillion, does not mean an awful lot. 

So back in the middle 1970's I can re
member this very effective ad that 
they had. What they did at that time-
the Empire State Building was a tall 
building-they took $100 bills, and they 
stacked them up until they finally 
reached the height of the Empire State 
Building. They said, "That is $400 bil
lion. That is our national debt." At 
that time we looked at it and said, 
"You know, we can't go much beyond 
this. You start talking about the inter
est that is going to be necessary to pay 

on the national debt. Can we really af
ford it?" Because when you make in
terest payments, you have to use reve
nue dollars that would otherwise go to 
defending our Nation or to paying for 
education and the environment and the 
other needs, structural needs that this 
Nation has in such abundance. 

So at that time, back in the 1970's, I 
remember so well someone who was in 
this body for quite a lengthy period of 
time. His name was Carl Curtis. He was 
a U.S. Senator from Nebraska. He was 
just a delightful gentleman. 

He came up with an idea. He came 
out to Oklahoma. I was in the Okla
homa State Senate at the time. He 
said, "You know, we can't seem to get 
across to the people in the U.S. Senate 
how much the people at home want us 
to exercise fiscal discipline, how much 
they want us to balance the budget and 
quit borrowing more and more from fu
ture generations." 

So to demonstrate this-this was his 
idea, not mine; Carl Curtis-he said, 
"We're going to go out and get three
fourths of the States to pass resolu
tions that would preratify an amend
ment to the Constitution." As we all 
know, we have to get two-thirds of the 
vote of the House and the Senate; then 
it has to be ratified by three-fourths of 
the States. "So if we can show that 
there are three-fourths of the States 
who want to have a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution, then 
that will give us the influence that we 
need to get it passed in the U.S. Sen
ate." It sounded like a good idea. 

So he came out to Oklahoma. I re
member so well we went around to-I 
remember one time at the Kay County 
Fair we made a presentation of this. 
These are just good, earthly people who 
are paying taxes and working for a liv
ing. And they all thought it was a 
great idea. 

So I introduced in the State Senate 
of Oklahoma back in 1974 a resolution 
to preratify the constitutional amend
ment. I remember that Anthony 
Kerrigan at that time-I think he is re
tired now, still resides in Washington
he wrote in a syndicated column that 
was all over the Nation, and the name 
of it was, "A Voice in the Wilderness." 
He said, "Way out in Oklahoma is a 
State senator who has successfully 
passed the first resolution to preratify 
an amendment to the Constitution to 
balance the budget." That was over 20 
years ago. This is not anything that is 
new. 

In fact, it goes back even further 
than that. Thomas Jefferson was the 
one who came back from France and 
said if he had been here during that 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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constructive process of the Constitu
tion, he would have had something 
that would prohibit us from borrowing 
money, except in times of war. This is 
something that is not anything new. 

We heard in the discussion, in the de
bate in the last few days, over and over 
again by those who are fighting a bal
anced budgetr-not balanced budget 
amendment, but balanced budget. It is 
interesting that you never hear anyone 
on the stump campaigning for office, 
"We want to spend more money. We do 
not want a balanced budget amend
ment to the Constitution. We want to 
fiscally discipline ourselves. And it is 
our job to do it." Yet, when they come 
here there is so much influence here 
not to balance the budget, not to have 
fiscal discipline, they do not do it. 

We have heard these people over and 
over again on the floor saying, "We do 
not need a constitutional amendment 
because we were elected to do that." I 
say we have demonstrated clearly in 
both bodies of this Congress that we 
are incapable of doing it without some
thing to force us to do what we ought 
to do voluntarily. We have dem
onstrated that so clearly that this is 
the only vehicle out there that I can 
think of that would do it. 

The argument has been made on this 
floor that the Governors and the States 
are lowering taxes and are boasting 
about the fact they are lowering taxes, 
and if we pass a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution, we 
will have to have dramatic, draconian 
increases in State taxes to pay for the 
services that otherwise they would get 
from the Federal Government. That 
just is not true. 

There is a mentality, I know, in the 
White House that the only way to raise 
revenue is to raise taxes. I can remem
ber a very articulate President of the 
United States who was a Democrat, 
John Kennedy, who said back in his ad
ministration, "We have to raise more 
revenue; to do this, we are going to 
lower taxes to stimulate the econ
omy." A lot of people do not realize, 
for each 1 percent of economic growth, 
that produces new revenues of S26 bil
lion. If he can do this, this will allow 
him to raise more revenues. That is ex
actly what happened in the Kennedy 
administration. They reduced taxes 
and that increased revenue. 

Along in 1980 when President Reagan 
was elected, President Reagan said, 
"We have to have more revenues and 
we have to use those revenues to re
duce the deficit and reduce the debt 
and ultimately do something about 
debt, so we are going to cut taxes, mar
ginal rates," and we went through, in 
the 1980's, the largest tax cuts in any 
10-year-period in the history of Amer
ica. 

The results are there. The total reve
nues that were generated to operate 
Government in 1980 were $517 billion. 
Then in 1990, the total revenues were 

$1.30 trillion-they doubled, exactly
between 1980 and 1990. That was a pe
riod of time when we had the most dra
matic cuts in our marginal rates. As 
far as the income tax is concerned, the 
total receipts in 1980 were $244 billion, 
and in 1990 $466 billion, almost dou
bling, at a time we reduced our rates. 

You might say, "Well, wait a minute. 
We hear on the floor that during the 
Reagan years we had such dramatic in
creases in our deficit." Yes, we did, but 
that was not as a result of the fact that 
we were reducing taxes; that was the 
increase in revenues, the problem that 
we were spending more money here in 
the Senate and in the House. So while 
revenues went up, our spending went 
up exceeding that increase, and the 
deficits continue. 

Now, in hindsight, I say maybe the 
President at that time, President 
Reagan, should have vetoed a lot of 
those bills he did not veto. That is 
what the current President is getting 
by with now in vetoing all the things 
he ran on when he ran for President of 
the United States and what most of the 
Republicans who took over control of 
the U.S. Senate ran on in 1994. 

Speaking of President Reagan, I re
member one of the greatest speeches of 
all time was called "A Rendezvous 
With Destiny," way back in the middle 
1960's. The speech that Ronald Reagan 
made, I remember a sentence he said. 
"There is nothing closer to immortal
ity on the face of this Earth than a 
Government agency once formed." 
That certainly has proven to be true. 
Once you form an agency to respond to 
a problem that is there, and the prob
lem goes away, then the agency contin
ues, and their political muscle expands. 
So there are problems that are out 
there that can be dealt with, but they 
cannot be dealt with unless we force 
ourselves to do something to discipline 
ourselves in this manner. 

There is one other problem that I 
think adds to this. A study was made
and I cannot document it, but I do have 
the document back in my office-over 
98 percent of the people who come to 
visit their Senator or their House of 
Representatives Member are coming 
because they want to increase funding 
for some program. It might be for a 
problem. They might be a contractor; 
it might be a program that they feel in 
their hearts needs to be expanded. 

What do we hear, if we are here in 
Washington? We hear from the people 
who come in and say, "We want to 
spend more money." That is one of the 
reasons I have been an advocate for 
term limitation for so many years. 

I made it a practice to commute. I 
still live back in my State of Okla
homa and I come up here during the 
time we work and we vote and we have 
committee meetings, and I go back so 
I am there virtually every weekend. 
When you do this, you talk to the peo
ple who are back home, that I some-

times get chastised for ref erring to as 
"real people," implying there are not 
real people here. Really, those who 
come in and want something out of 
Government generally are people who 
are here for some particular cause-
their cause or for a personal gain. 

The fact remains that over 98 percent 
of the people that come in are here for 
increased funding. That is something I 
meant to mention when they use the 
arguments that we will have to have 
draconian cuts in Government if we 
have a balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution. That is not true. 

A study made by the Heritage Foun
dation-and I got it renewed only this 
week to see, is it true today-if we 
were to take all Government programs 
and not cut one Government program, 
entitlement programs and all the rest 
of them, and increase these programs 
with growth caps of l1/2 percent a year, 
we could balance the budget in 7 years 
and have the tax cuts that the Repub
licans want, the $500 tax credit per 
child, the tax decreases in capital gains 
in order to stimulate the economy. We 
could make the trust funds well again; 
we could secure Social Security, Medi
care-all of that, without cutting one 
program. 

Realistically, that will not happen. 
We understand that, Mr. President, be
cause when it gets down to it, there are 
programs that need to be cut and some 
that need to be increased by more than 
ll/2 percent. If we had a resolution, if it 
could be structured, I have thought we 
might be smarter just to let every pro
gram grow by that percentage. 

When I have townhall meetings-and 
I have more than most because I am 
back in my State more than most 
Members are-and you have people 
coming in who are senior citizens, and 
you tell them, "What if we were to put 
a cap on your Social Security of Ph 
percent, if you knew that all other 
Government had to do the same 
thing?" They all nod with approval and 
say "yes." Their concern is they would 
have to take the hit and the veterans 
would not, or somebody else would not. 
I think all the American people want is 
to be treated equally. I guess the point 
I am trying to make here is, you do not 
have to have draconian cuts to have a 
balanced budget. 

Now, I do not want to use up too 
much time because there are others 
who want to speak during this period 
of time reserved by the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia, Senator COVER
DELL, but I do want to address some
thing. I was quite disturbed yesterday 
when the very distinguished senior 
Senator from Kentucky came to the 
floor. I was chastised for some of the 
comments that I made. One of the 
statements I made that offended him 
was that he implied I was saying that 
people say one thing at home and say 
something else in Washington. 

Let me read exactly what I said so 
that there can be no misunderstanding. 
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I said this after I had read some quotes 
of various Senators who were strong 
supporters of a balanced budget amend
ment in 1994 and turned around and 
spoke against it and voted against it 
this t ime. 

What I said was: " So I think i t is 
something that we need to look at, and 
I'm hoping that those individuals, as 
the distinguished Senator from Iowa, 
Mr. GRASSLEY said, a lot of the Sen
ators who are voting for this because 
they want to go the party line instead 
of voting with the people at home, bet
ter really stop and think about it be
fore noon tomorrow," the day before 
yesterday, " because the people at home 
are not going to forget, " and I know 
that is true. People at home are not 
going to forget because the vast major
ity of the Democrats and the Repub
licans in America-approximately 80 
percent-want a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution. 

So I did go back and read some 
quotes from individuals. One was from 
the Senator from North Dakota, Sen
ator DORGAN, who said, " This constitu
tional amendment, no matter what one 
thinks of it, will add the pressure that 
we reconcile what we spend with what 
we raise. " This was March 1, 1994. This 
time he was one of the most articulate 
Senators that was opposing the bal
anced budget amendment. 

Then the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina, Senator HOLLINGS, 
said, " So let us debate , pass, and ratify 
the balanced budget amendment by 
writing a balanced budget amendment 
into the basic law of the land. We will 
compel Washington to do its job." I 
agree. That is what he said on March 1, 
1994. This time he was one of the lead
ers in opposition to the balanced budg
et amendment. 

Then, of course, the one I have a 
great deal of respect for , the distin
guished minority leader, Senator 
DASCHLE from South Dakota, back in 
February 1994, said, " Too much is at 
stake for us to settle for this tax. A 
balanced budget amendment will pro
vide the fiscal discipline our Nation 
must have in order to meet the needs 
of the present generation without 
bankrupting those of the future. " That 
was Senator DASCHLE in 1994. Of 
course, he led the opposition this time. 

So I hope that the distinguished Sen
ator from Kentucky will understand 
the context in which I was saying this. 
I do not understand how somebody 
could be such a strong supporter in 1994 
and then oppose the same thing in 1996. 

I have the two resolutions here. They 
are worded exactly the same-not ap
proximately the same, but exactly the 
same. Back in 1994 this was Senate 
Joint Resolution 41. All of these Sen
ators were talking about how great 
this was and how we had to do it-I was 
applauding them for their courage
only to turn around and oppose this in 
1996. What happened between 1994 and 

1996? Nothing, except the debt has 
grown to over $5 trillion. 

So when the Senator from Kentucky 
came in-I had not quoted him, but I 
will now. He said this back on March 1, 
1994. He said, " I support the efforts of 
my friend and colleague from Illi
nois"-talking about Senator SIMON, 
who is a very courageous guy, and one 
I complimented probably more than I 
have ever complimented anyone else on 
the floor yesterday. Senator FORD said, 
" I support the efforts of my friend and 
colleague from Illinois to take on this 
persistent fiscal dishonesty. I hear so 
much about if 40-some-odd Governors 
can operate a balanced budget, why 
can't the Federal Government? I oper
ated under it"-this is Senator FORD, 
who was a Governor of Kentucky-" and 
it worked. I think implementation of 
this amendment will work. I think we 
can make it work. I do not understand 
why it takes a brain surgeon to under
stand how you operate a budget the 
way the States do. This is an oppor
tunity to pass a balanced budget 
amendment that will work and will 
give us a financially sound future , not 
only for ourselves but for our children 
and our grandchildren.'' 

I was criticized yesterday because I 
said those individuals who opposed the 
balanced budget amendment-I am 
talking about those who voted against 
the balanced budget amendment-are 
people who are liberal in their philoso
phy, and there is nothing wrong with 
that. That is the "L" word, and there 
is nothing wrong with it. Either you 
are liberal or conservative. It just 
means how much involvement we want 
the Federal Government to have in our 
lives. If we want more Government in
volvement, we have to raise taxes and 
pay more. 

Fortunately, for the people of Amer
ica, they can get out of this environ
ment that we are in right now and not 
just listen to what we say, but they can 
look and see how we perform. We are 
rated in every area by different rating 
organizations. If people are concerned 
about how we are on social issues, fam
ily issues, they can look at the Chris
tian Coalition rating and see how we 
have voted. If they want to know how 
we are on regulations and business 
issues, they can look at the National 
Federation of Independent Business. 
They have a rating system, and they 
will tell you. You do not have to listen 
to us. They will tell you who is for less 
Government involvement in our lives. 

We are the most overregulated na
tion in the world. That is why we are 
not globally competitive. Look and see 
how we are rated. If you want to know 
who the conservatives are, do not lis
ten to us. I have yet to hear anybody 
go out on a stump and say, "Vote for 
me , I want to spend more money." 
They do not say that. So do not listen 
to us. Look and see how we are rated. 

The National Taxpayers Union uses 
ratings of A, B, C, D, or F. Those are 

the five ratings. Of those individuals-
the 33 Democrats who voted last year 
against· the balanced budget amend
ment-I am sure the same thing is true 
this year, but we have not had enough 
time to get the ratings-they were 
rated either a "D" or an " F " by the 
National Taxpayers Union. So they are 
liberals. I do not know why they are 
ashamed of being a liberal. I have yet 
to hear a conservative being embar
rassed about being a conservative. But 
many liberals try to say, " I am mod
erate," or "conservative." 

Here is the last thing I was person
ally chastised for. Here is a photo of 
two little children, which I did not use 
last night. I used a photo of my newest 
grandson. These are my two other 
grandchildren. They are the same age 
and are children of two different sons. 
This is Maggie Inhofe, and this is Glade 
Inhofe. What I was getting across yes
terday was that the balanced budget 
issue, and the deficits in this country, 
is not a fiscal issue; it is a moral issue. 
These are the faces of innocence, who 
did not do anything wrong. This is lit
tle Jase, who was born January 9. The 
day he was born, at the moment he 
took his first breath, he inherited a 
$19,000 personal debt as his share of the 
national debt. He did not do anything 
wrong. These kids were born 3 years 
ago. 

So I think we need to look at the 
whole subject of a balanced budget 
amendment as the only way we can dis
cipline ourselves. We demonstrated 
that very clearly. Let us not think 
about what it is going to do to the peo
ple up here today. It is not going to af
fect us. It is the next generation that is 
going to have to pay for it. 

I suggest to you, Mr. President, that 
we did a great disservice yesterday to 
all of Americans, to future generations, 
when we passed up an opportunity to 
pass a balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution. We are going to do it; 
it is just a matter of time. We may 
have to do it in the next legislature, or 
when there is another President in the 
White House. But we are going to do it, 
so that these guys right here are not 
going to have to pay for our extrava
gances. It is a moral issue. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Georgia is recognized. 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

understand you will be relieved as the 
Presiding Officer in a moment. At that 
time, I will yield you up to 10 minutes 
to speak on this question. 

Parliamentary inquiry: It is my un
derstanding that, under a unanimous 
consent, I will be controlling an hour 
from approximately 10 until 11 o'clock, 
is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator was to control the first hour of 
morning business. 
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Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I be al
lowed to control the time from now 
until 11 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
lNHOFE). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

BALANCED BUDGET 
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, in 

the last several days, as we have de
bated this very historic constitutional 
amendment, Thomas Jefferson has 
been quoted over and over because of 
his early recognition that there needed 
to be a constitutional provision for bal
ancing the budget. 

I want to read one other quote that 
was sent to me by a Georgian, and then 
I will yield to the Senator from Idaho. 
This is what Thomas Jefferson said: 

Men, by their constitutions, are naturally 
divided into two parties: One, those who fear 
and distrust the people, and wish to draw all 
powers from them into the hands of the high
er classes; two, those who identify them
selves with the people, have confidence in 
them, cherish and consider them as the most 
honest and stable. 

This debate was on this point because 
we were, through our efforts to pass 
the balanced budget amendment, en
deavoring to put to the people the 
question in the several States which 
would have had to ratify. Those op
posed it, in my judgment, were fearful 
of turning the question over to the peo
ple of the country. 

How unfortunate, as you have just al
luded, Mr. President, the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Idaho up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me 
thank my colleague from Georgia for 
taking out this period of morning busi
ness to discuss and to continue the im
portant debate that occurred on the 
floor of the Senate yesterday in rela
tion to a balanced budget amendment 
to our Constitution. 

The Senator from Oklahoma, who is 
now presiding, related his experience in 
the beginning of this movement that 
started in the mid 1970's when Senators 
and Members of the Congress recog
nized that there was growing in this 
city an insidious appetite that was 
spawned by interest groups and citi
zens-that somehow the way you 
solved nearly all social problems in 
this country was to put government 
money at it, and that it was justifiable 
in doing so to deficit spending. We 
began to hear the clock of debt tick at 
that time-hundreds of thousands of 
dollars, and finally billions of dollars, 
as the Senator from Oklahoma spoke 
of. 

When I arrived here in the early 
1980's we were still in the hundreds of 

billions of dollars, just breaking into 
the first trillion. It was in that period 
of time, in 1982, that the former Con
gressman from New York, Barber Con
able, who had picked up the idea that 
had been started here by Senator Cur
tis, was retiring. He had heard me 
speak on the floor of the House. He 
knew I had done much of what the Sen
ator from Oklahoma had done-had 
passed a resolution in my State of 
Idaho asking for a balanced budget 
amendment and that the Senate and 
the Congress of the United States 
should issue that report so that the 
States, under article V of the Constitu
tion, could go through the ratifying 
process. 

Barber Conable came to me, and he 
said, "Congressman CRAIG, I am leav
ing. Why don't you take this issue and 
work with it? Make it a national issue. 
Work with our other colleagues be
cause some day the American people 
will recognize what is going on in 
Washington, and they will insist that 
it be stopped." 

That was 1982. Myself and CHARLIE 
STENHOLM, the Democrat Congressman 
from Texas, began to do exactly what 
the Senator from Oklahoma started in 
the mid 1970's in his State legislature. 
We began a national movement travel
ing to all of the States of the Nation, 
to those State legislatures, asking 
them to petition the Congress of the 
United States, because without that, 
without that extraordinary pressure 
from across the country, we did not be
lieve the Congress would bow to the 
wishes of the people because the pres
sure from the interest groups, the pres
sure from a growing Government, 
would simply cause them to continue 
to deficit spend. 

That was a $1 trillion debt. That was 
1982, and this is 1996. We now have a $5 
trillion debt. Senator Curtis was right. 
Congressman Barber Conable was 
right. The National Taxpayers Union 
was right. Now the American people 
understand better than they have ever 
understood before that somehow this 
has to be stopped. 

Throughout the 1970's and into the 
1980's you could always poll the Amer
ican people and say, "Should Govern
ment balance its budget?" And the an
swer by 65 to 75 to 80 percent was, 
"Yes, they should. We have to. We have 
to do it with our personal businesses 
and our personal home accounts, and 
the Government ought to do the 
same.' ' But you could never get that 
high when you asked the question: 
" Should there be a constitutional 
amendment requiring it?" Because a 
lot of people did not think we ought to 
go the extraordinary route of using the 
organic act of our country to force our 
Government into compliance with the 
wishes of the people; that that was held 
for unique and special exceptions, and 
that our organic document of the Con
stitution should be rarely changed. We 

know that in the history of our coun
try-the 208 years of history-that we 
have only changed that document 27 
times. 

But finally, in a poll just a few weeks 
ago, when the question was asked, 
"Should there be a constitutional 
amendment requiring a balanced budg
et?" all of a sudden that had sky
rocketed to 83 percent of the American 
people. That is an all-time high. Not 
that the budget should be balanced-I 
think that is almost unanimous-but 
now that we should use the organic 
document of our country to force this 
issue. Because what the American pub
lic instinctively knows is that the 
growth, the phenomenal movement of a 
budget into deficit and into debt that 
now scores $5 trillion, and that this 
year we are going to deal with the 1997 
budget with over $300 billion of inter
est; and that that interest will be more 
than we will spend on defense, or will 
be more than we will spend, within a 
few dollars, of Social Security; that 
somehow the American people are be
ginning to say, "Isn't it true that, if 
you continue to accumulate that debt, 
somehow one day almost all of the 
budget would be interest?" Well, no. I 
do not think that would occur. But sig
nificantly the largest segment of the 
budget would be interest. 

That is the impact on Government, 
and that is the impact on taxpayers. 

What is the impact on personal lives, 
and on the young people who are here 
helping us as pages in the U.S. Senate, 
when they get to be 35 and 45 years of 
age? Even this President, who does not 
agree with a balanced budget amend
ment, and until 1994 when he began to 
be a born-again moderate after having 
been a 1992-94 very liberal President 
with large tax increases and large 
spending programs, even his govern
ment, his appointees, said these young 
people will be paying 75 to 80-plus per
cent of their gross income just to pay 
for government. 

So you have to ask them: "Well, then 
what would you be able to do to own a 
home, to fund a college education of 
your child, to have the American 
dream that all of us expect for our
selves and our children? Is it possible 
that debt could eat it all away?" Yes, 
it is. 

That is why the debate yesterday was 
so significant, and that is why the Sen
ator from Oklahoma is absolutely 
right. The vote yesterday was, without 
question, one of the most significant 
votes that this Senate has taken. I 
honor Senator BOB DOLE for bringing it 
up again, forcing the political issue and 
causing the American people to see 
who is for a balanced budget amend
ment to our Constitution and who is 
against it. 

It is very important that they under
stand the forces that work in Washing
ton and the forces that resist the idea 
of fiscal responsibility with no real an
swer to how you deal with a $5 trillion 
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debt and 300 billion dollars' worth of 
interest on debt and an ongoing deficit. 
We have offered that solution. We have 
offered it in the form of an amendment 
to cause it to happen on an annualized 
basis. 

Last year, we put forth a budget that 
would bring us to balance. The fiscal 
responsibility that the American peo
ple have asked for is here. It is here in 
the majority party of the U.S. Senate 
which has brought about those kind of 
efforts and will continue to until it is 
the fact of the organic law of the land 
that we operate continually under a 
budget that is balanced or near bal
ance. That has to be the goal of this 
Congress and for future Congresses and 
the responsibility of those who serve in 
the U.S. Senate. It is for our future; for 
our children and your grandchildren's 
future, Mr. President, that you showed 
us those marvelous pictures of this 
morning. If we fail to do that, we will 
no longer be a great people. We will no 
longer be a great people. We will no 
longer have a system of Government 
that is the envy of the world because it 
will be weak and anemic, and unable to 
provide or unable to cause the environ
ment that creates the kind of human 
productivity that has historically been 
the mission and the great gift of this 
country. We will steal from all by de
stroying it with debt. We now have an 
opportunity to change that, and I hope 
that in the next Congress we bring that 
about and that we have a President 
who presides in the White House who 
will not openly fight us and resist us, 
but who will encourage and embrace 
the idea of a balanced budget amend
ment to our Constitution. 

I thank my colleague from Georgia 
for acquiring this time to debate and to 
continue to discuss this critical issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 
while I have you both here, I want to 
thank the Senator from Idaho and Sen
ator from Oklahoma, who have been 
here a bit longer than I in Congress, for 
the extensive and committed and dedi
cated work each of them have commit
ted, not only to a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution, but to 
disciplined financial management of 
the affairs of our Nation for all the 
years in which you have been here. 
Your States and America owe you a 
great debt. 

Mr. President, these numbers get to 
be beyond what, I think, a lot of people 
can comprehend in their own home or 
business, but the fact that we have not 
had a balanced budget has had a mas
sive impact on every family in Amer
ica. I am going to talk about a Georgia 
family, a typical Georgia family, but it 
would not be any different in Okla
homa or Arizona or California. These 
are all going to be very similar pic
tures, no matter which State you look 
at. 

This family earns, in Georgia, about 
$45,000 a year. They are a family of 
four, typically. For the most part, 
today, both parents work, which I will 
come to in a minute. We have been 
talking about 5 trillion dollars' worth 
of debt and an expanding, exploding 
Federal Government. Margaret Thatch
er was in Atlanta not long ago and she 
said something to the effect: Just re
member, when anybody says to you I 
am going to do something for you, re
member that they have to first take 
something from you to do it. 

Her statement could not be more 
true for this Georgia family. They 
make $45,000 a year, and the total Fed
eral taxes on their income is about 
$9,511. The total State and local taxes 
are $5,234. The estimated cost of Fed
eral regulations to the family, in other 
words, the price they have to pay when 
they buy a loaf of bread, to pay their 
share of all the regulatory apparatus 
that we have set up over the last 30 
years, is $6,650. That is more than their 
annual car payment. That could be 
worth about two annual car payments. 
And then they have to pay, because of 
that $5 trillion debt we are carrying, 
that pushes interest rates up, so they 
have to pay $2,011 for their share of the 
higher interest rates. 

When it is all said and done, half 
their income has been consumed by 
Government apparatus and Govern
ment programs. If Thomas Jefferson 
were here-he could never have per
ceived that our Government, the Gov
ernment that those valiant Americans 
fought for and put in place, that Gov
ernment would consume half the wages 
of bread winners. He is turning in his 
grave. And he warned us of this over 
and over and cautioned us, which is 
why he recognized that there should 
have been a statement in the Constitu
tion that would have called for a bal
anced budget. 

The fact that we have not had a bal
anced budget amendment in place, we 
have not forced Congress to have bal
anced budgets in place, means that 
every family in America has to pay for 
these unchecked and burgeoning gov
ernments. In fact, they work half the 
year for these governments now. 

Imagine, the Fourth of July is not 
only Independence Day, it is the first 
day you get to keep your own check. 
Who would have ever thought that, 
that an American would work from 
January 1 to Independence Day? Inde
pendence Day is going to take on a new 
meaning. We need to have signs all 
across the country, "Today you get to 
keep your first dime." 

We have depended throughout our 
history on that American family to get 
America up in the morning, get it to 
school, keep a roof over its head, edu
cate it, keep its health and, yes, instill 
it with the spiritual belief in this coun
try so that there would be a continuum 
of leadership. 

This practice, the failure to have a 
balanced budget-we have had one bal
anced budget in the last 36 years. No 
wonder America is so anxious. She 
ought to be. This is dangerous. This 
has made it very difficult for that 
which we depend upon, the American 
family, to do what it is supposed to do. 
They cannot get it done right. 

Yesterday I referred to an editorial
ist in the Maryland Constitution, 
Marilyn Geewax. She thinks what is 
wrong in the American family is that 
they are greedy, they have too many 
electric toasters. I can tell her, that is 
not what is wrong in America. What is 
wrong in America is there is not 
enough left in their checking account 
to save or to do the things that we ask 
them to do. 

Mr. President, I see we have been 
joined by the distinguished Senator 
from Texas. In a moment or two, I am 
going to yield to her. But before I do, 
I wonder if I can put these two quotes 
up here. 

There was a quote by Representative 
STARK, on the House side, that he made 
Wednesday, that makes it imminently 
clear why the other side, and the Presi
dent-we have not talked enough about 
it. If it were not for the President, we 
would have passed the balanced budget 
amendment. It rests right at his feet. 
He did not want that balanced budget 
amendment to pass. He said so. And 
that is why these six Senators changed 
their votes; they did it in deference to 
their President. But read this quote: 

To fix the longer-term problem-
He is talking about the fact that also 

last week, in addition to talking about 
a balanced budget amendment, we were 
told Medicare is going broke faster 
than we thought. But he said: 

To fix the longer-term problem, Mr. Stark 
[of the House Ways and Means Subcommit
tee on Health. He is the ranking member] 
said, "Democrats probably would resort to 
either a Government takeover of the hos
pital and health-insurance payment system, 
or raising payroll taxes." 

If we had a balanced budget amend
ment, you could a make a big "X" 
through that statement. They cannot 
afford to have a balanced budget 
amendment when they talk about the 
Government takeover of medicine and 
creating yet a new entitlement that 
would be larger than Social Security in 
2 years. 

Do you want to know why they do 
not want a balanced budget amend
ment? That is why. They cannot afford 
to have the discipline that a balan0ed 
budget amendment would have brought; 
about. The family that is going to suf
fer is this average family, because they 
are the ones who are going to pay for 
that. They ar already paying half 
their income. What do you think would 
happen if that situation came up? 

Mr. President, I yield up to 15 min
utes at this time to the distinguished 
Senator from Texas. 



June 7, 1996 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 13407 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Georgia for 
taking this time to really talk in a Ii t
tle more detail about why we need the 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution. What happened yester
day, and its policy ramifications, real
ly needs to be discussed so that the 
American people see that just because 
we are trying in this Congress to go to
ward a balanced budget does not mean 
we do not need a balanced budget 
amendment. 

In fact, I think when the American 
people have seen how very hard it is to 
balance the budget or to even have a 1-
year budget that moves toward a bal
anced budget, and when they see how 
slow the progress has been and they 
see, even though we have tried to make 
the tough decisions-Medicare reform, 
Medicaid reform, welfare reform-these 
have been vetoed by the President and, 
therefore, we are still at ground zero. 
The American people see this. 

So, for Heaven's sake, does that not 
make the argument that we need a bal
anced budget amendment, because if 
we can ever get the deficit off the 
plate, if we can look at the year 2002 
toward that point where we will have a 
balanced budget, don't we need to say 
no future Congress will ever be able to 
get out of control again? Don't we need 
to put in what Thomas Jefferson wor
ried about, that we should have put in 
the Constitution in the first place, and 
that is that no future Congress can put 
debt on generations in the future, that 
no Congress will be able to say we want 
to spend this money now, but we want 
our children to pay for it. 

Thomas Jefferson worried about 
that. It was one of the two things he 
was concerned with that had not been 
addressed in the Constitution. 

The other one is term limits, and I 
think that probably bears on the prob
lem we are having right now. We have 
too many people who have been in Con
gress too long who have not been in the 
real world who have continued to put 
off the tough decisions. These are peo
ple who talk well. They are people who 
say, "Oh, we want a balanced budget; 
of course, we want a balanced budget. 
We'll make the tough decisions later," 
or "We will let somebody else make 
the tough decisions." That is what 
Congresses have been doing for 40 
years, and it is what Presidents have 
been doing. That is why we are in this 
mess. 

So, of course, we need a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitu
tion. It would not take 2 years for a 
balanced budget amendment to be rati
fied by the States; that is, if the people 
are consulted, because the people 
know. The people of America are not 
stupid. They know the difference be
tween a balanced budget and stability 
and the future of their children and 

out-of-control spending, spend-now
pay-later policies that they have seen 
for so long out of Washington, DC. 

The opponents of the amendment, as 
was pointed out by my colleague from 
Georgia, really use scare tactics. Let 
me go through a few of those. This is 
just a gimmick. Don't you think if this 
were a gimmick that Congress would 
have tried it before? I mean, 40 years of 
gimmicks, I think I have seen just 
about everything. I think they would 
have thought of this if it were a gim
mick. They say this will tie the Gov
ernment's hands. "What are you going 
to do if you have a war, if you need an 
emergency expenditure?" 

There is a safety valve. You can pass 
an unbalanced budget with a three
fifths vote, and I think if we were in a 
crisis in this country, if we were need
ing to go to war and support our 
troops, I believe three-fifths of the duly 
elected representatives of the people of 
this country would be able to come to 
that conclusion. But I do not think 
three-fifths of the duly elected rep
resentatives of our country would go 
into a deficit situation for just another 
social program. 

They say this will bring on another 
depression. You have heard that one. 
Bring on another depression? The 
money is going to be spent. People earn 
money, they send part of it to the Fed
eral Government or they keep it. 

Now, where is the recession here? 
The recession is not going to be caused 
because there is going to be less Gov
ernment spending. If we have less Gov
ernment spending, that means there is 
more money in people's pockets. It is 
their money, it is not ours. I just love 
these people. I think the Senator from 
Oklahoma, who is sitting in the chair, 
has heard the people on the floor say: 
"Oh, we can't have that tax cut, it 
would cost the Government $300 bil
lion." 

The Government? Whose money is it? 
It is not the Government's money. 
Money belongs to the people in this 
country who go out and work every 
day. It is their money. The Govern
ment will not lose $300 billion if we 
have a tax cut. 

I would ask the question a little dif
ferent way: How much will it cost the 
hard-working American taxpayer if we 
do not cut their taxes by $300 billion? 

We are not talking about lower 
spending here; we are talking about 
who makes the decisions. We are talk
ing about whether you decide how you 
spend your money for your family or 
whether you send your money to the 
Government for them to decide what 
your priorities should be. 

It is a matter of priorities and who 
makes the decisions. That is one of the 
reasons why the Republicans said very 
clearly, when we put our balanced 
budget forward over 7 years, that we 
had a $245 billion tax cut package, be
cause we knew that if we were going to 

slow the spending in the public sector 
market, that we wanted to increase the 
spending in the consumer market. 

The difference is who makes the deci
sion. That is why we put tax cuts in 
our balanced budget. It is why we have 
a $500 per child tax credit. It is why we 
have IRA's for the homemakers of this 
country so that the homemakers of 
America will have the same retirement 
security options that anyone who 
works outside the home has. It is why 
we have capital gains tax reform, so 
that our small businesses will be able 
to make those investments that will 
create the new jobs and help the econ
omy grow. It is why we have inherit
ance tax reform. It is why we do away 
with the marriage penalty, or signifi
cantly reform it, because we know that 
the American family deserves to have 
more of the money they earn to spend 
for their families. 

So causing another depression is out 
of the question. In fact, our economy 
will boom if we will pass a balanced 
budget amendment. The markets went 
up just because it looked like we had 
the chance to do it a year ago. Last 
year, the market went up because they 
had the impression that Congress was 
finally going to "gut up" and do the 
right thing. We lost it by one vote. 

It was a great disappointment, but 
the market knew. The market knew 
that by lowering interest rates two 
points, which is what the balanced 
budget would do, that we would save 
money for every person in America 
who is paying a home mortgage, that 
we would save money for every person 
in America who is borrowing to buy a 
car, that we would save money for 
every person in America who is borrow
ing to go to college. The markets knew 
the stability that would be created by 
a balanced budget amendment to the 
Cons ti tu ti on. 

Last, but not least, they have really 
talked a lot on this floor about raiding 
Social Security-raiding Social Secu
rity-if we balance the budget. I ask 
the question to anyone in America: 
Would you trust a Congress that can
not balance its budget to keep Social 
Security intact? If someone does not 
have the guts to have a balanced budg
et for our Government, can they be 
trusted to keep the integrity of the So
cial Security system? 

Frankly, I think that is why our 
younger generation does not think 
they will ever see Social Security, be
cause they see a Congress that cannot 
even balance the budget or even pass a 
constitutional amendment to balance 
the budget for the future, and they 
think, "Now, if they don't have the 
ability to do that, I really don't think 
I'm ever going to see Social Security." 

So, Mr. President, I think passing the 
balanced budget amendment is the 
most important policy decision that we 
would make in our lifetimes of public 
service. I think if we do not take that 
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step, we can wait for our grandchildren 
to ask the question, " You were there 
back then. Why didn' t you do some
thing?" 

I saw the picture that my colleague 
from Oklahoma showed of his 
grandbaby on the floor. I am horrified 
to think that that baby is someday 
going to meet me or talk to the Sen
ator from Oklahoma and say, " You 
know, why didn't you do something 
back then when you could, so that I 
could afford to send my children to col
lege, so that I would have a good job in 
a great economy in the land of oppor
tunity?" 

Mr. President, if we do not pass a bal
anced budget amendment that is re
sponsible for the American people, we 
are not going to be able to face our 
grandchildren, we are not going to be 
able to answer the question. So if our 
colleagues will think about the long
term future of this country, or if the 
people who are looking at voting for a 
U.S. Senator on the ballot next year 
will ask that person the question, 
" How do you feel about a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitu
tion?" I mean, you only can say one of 
two things: " I'm for it," or, " I'm 
against it." 

If the people of this country will rise 
up and say, this is the most important 
issue, then our grandchildren will not 
have the question, because it probably 
would not ever occur to our grand
children that we would not balance the 
budget of this country when it is on 
our watch. 

So, Mr. President, I think the time 
has come for the people of America to 
weigh in on this issue. They saw the 
vote yesterday. They saw that we are 
within five, six, seven votes in this 
Congress of passing a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution, which 
will need to be ratified, so the State 
legislatures will have a chance to 
weigh in on this as well. I do not worry 
about the legislatures ratifying it, if 
we will have the guts to do what is 
right in this Congress. 

Mr. President, it is all a part of what 
we were elected to do. We did not run 
for the U.S. Senate thinking it was 
going to be an easy job. We knew, espe
cially those of us who have run in the 
last 2 years, we knew that we were 
going to have to make tough decisions 
to turn around 40 years of bad deci
sions. 

I have been a small businessperson. I 
bought a little company that was on 
the ropes. I had to make tough deci
sions to turn that company around. I 
did it. But it was not easy. That is the 
exact issue we are facing here on a 
much bigger scale, because the people 
of America are depending on us to 
make this tough decision for our coun
try. They know that we are not going 
to agree on every budget cut that it 
will take. They do not expect that. But 
they do expect a responsible decision. 

Mr. President, I will just close by 
saying, there is only one way to pre
vent the most dreaded question that I 
can ever imagine. It is not from one of 
my constituents calling in or someone 
that I will see in Texas; it is not from 
a news reporter. It is from my 5-year
old grandchild, in 20 years, who would 
say, " Cake, you were there back then. 
Now I am going to have a child, and I 
can' t afford to send my child to col
lege. Why didn't you do something?" 
That is the question I do not ever want 
to hear. 

The way we can assure that we will 
never have that question in our fami
lies is to pass the balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution be
cause we know how hard it is to do 
what is right. We know the resistance 
that we have faced. We know that if we 
can ever get it to balance, that we 
should never again allow a future Con
gress to mortgage the future of our 
children. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen
ator from Texas and hope that her wish 
of not ever having to answer that ques
tion can be fulfilled while she is here 
representing the State of Texas in the 
U.S. Senate. 

Mr. President, I yield up to 5 minutes 
to the Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

I thank the Senator from Georgia for 
once again bringing together a group of 
Members to discuss an issue of signifi
cance. He has been doing an outstand
ing job, I think, of trying to make sure 
the public understands exactly what it 
is that is happening here in the Senate 
of the United States with the crisis and 
what the prospects are for our future. 

Today, I will continue this discussion 
about the balanced budget. There 
seems to me to be two fairly clear 
questions that Americans need to ask 
themselves. First, why do we need a 
balanced Federal budget? Second, why 
do we need a balanced budget amend
ment in order to have a balanced budg
et? 

The first question was really one 
that I think was addressed pretty effec
tively last year. That was the need for 
bringing the Federal budget into bal
ance. 

The fact is that, as numerous Mem
bers have indicated over the last couple 
of days, a balanced budget means for 
most families in this country the 
chance to keep more of what they earn 
and to spend more on their own prior
i ties rather than spending more money 
on interest payments, on things like 
new car loans, mortgages for their 

homes, the repayment of student loans, 
and so on, as has been very effectively 
documented, Mr. President. 

When our Federal Government is 
forced to go into the borrowing mar
kets at large levels and compete with 
private investment, the price of private 
investment goes up, interest rates go 
up. When people want to buy a new 
home, and in many cases their first 
home, they find that it is unaffordable 
today because of interest rates. When 
people need to obtain a new car, they 
find that it may be not the car they 
need for their families because of inter
est rates. When students start to try to 
pay back their student loans, they find 
it extremely difficult because of inter
est rates. 

The reason interest rates are high, 
Mr. President, is because the Federal 
Government is borrowing so much 
money. The way to end the Federal 
Government's borrowing is to bring the 
Federal budget into balance. That is 
what we have been trying to do here. 
But the goal is not just simply to bal
ance the budget one time in the year 
2002, as we have been focused on; it is 
to keep the Federal budget under con
trol and the growth of Federal spend
ing under control well beyond that 
date. 

There is a very simple reason why 
2002 has to mark the beginning, not the 
end, of the efforts to balance the budg
et. As we have learned and as I think 
economists on all sides now would 
agree, projecting the growth of Federal 
spending out beyond the year 2002, pro
jecting the growth of entitlement pro
grams as they at least currently are 
expanding, will find the Federal Gov
ernment by the year 2010, 2012, 2013, de
pending on your analysis, but some 
point about 15 years from now at the 
point where literally all Federal reve
nue, all tax collections in total, will 
only pay for the interest payments 
that have to be made on this huge Fed
eral debt and for the entitlement pay
ments that will be required at the cur
rent rate of growth of Federal spend
ing. 

That means not Sl for national secu
rity, not Sl for education and training, 
not Sl for law enforcement to protect 
the safety of our citizens, not Sl for 
transportation and infrastructure, not 
Sl for any other priority unless the 
Federal Government borrows that Sl or 
prints that Sl. 

We know we are not going to go back 
to the days of the printing press, Mr. 
President. So that leaves only one op
tion: The further borrowing of money 
at levels far greater than we ever have 
before. If we do not bring the growth of 
Federal spending under control and 
balance the budget today, that is the 
prospect, that is the future we look for
ward to. In fact , it would require so 
much Federal borrowing that I think 
private investment in this country 
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would effectively be crowded out en
tirely, bringing us the kind of eco
nomic crisis that we have never con
fronted before as a nation. That is the 
future. 

The question is, Why do we need an 
amendment so we do not bring about 
that future? I think what has happened 
over the last few months is a pretty 
clear indication exactly why we need a 
Federal balanced budget amendment in 
our Constitution. 

The fact is, Mr. President, we now 
have virtually everybody singing, it 
would appear, from the same song 
sheet. We should have to balance the 
Federal budget. The President says it, 
although a year ago he did not. The 
Members of the Republican party in 
the Senate and the House of Represent
atives have, not once but twice, passed 
a balanced budget. This year Demo
cratic Members and Republican Mem
bers on the Senate side got together 
and offered a third version. The fact is, 
everybody now says they are for it; and 
everybody in Congress has now found a 
balanced budget they could live with 
and vote for. But we still do not have 
it. The reason we do not have it, Mr. 
President, is very simple: There is no 
discipline in the process that requires 
us to come to final agreement. 

So the President, as we saw last win
ter, could call down leaders of Congress 
and spend hours talking in generic 
terms about the Federal Government 
and how he wanted to balance the 
budget, but no one was under the pres
sure that a constitutional amendment 
would bring in order to balance that 
budget. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield 5 additional 
minutes to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia. 

For that reason, we have deadlock. 
For that reason, we did not reach clo
ture. For that reason, there was no fi
nality. On we went, on we go-people 
all claiming to be for a balanced budg
et, but not willing to make the ulti
mate tough decision to get there. 

As we saw last year, the President 
would say 7 years, 9 years, 10 years, 
whatever amount of years seem to sat
isfy the audience, voters, or polls. We 
did not get the balanced budget. Mr. 
President, it is imperative that we do 
so. We have to consider exactly where 
the country will be if we continue to 
flounder along. 

As we learned yesterday, just to take 
one specific program area, Medicare, 
we know where we are going to be if we 
do not bring about the kind of dis
cipline in the fiscal process that the 
Senator from Georgia has been talking 
about the last 2 days. Where we will be 
in the year 2001; the Medicare trust 
fund will go bankrupt. We are no 
longer talking, as has been the case in 
the past, in general terms about a 
bankruptcy somewhere in the distant 
future. We are not talking, as even we 

were last year, about having 7 years to 
solve the problem. We are talking 
about bankruptcy of the Medicare 
trust fund on our doorstep in 5 years. 
We are talking for the first time, Mr. 
President, not about the Medicare 
trust fund running a surplus, but it is 
now running a deficit. 

If that is not enough of a wakeup 
call, I ask my colleagues, what would 
it take? Obviously, there are some who 
believe you can continue to put this 
off. Indeed, the Senator from Georgia 
today brought us this card which 
quotes from Wednesday's Washington 
Times: "The Democrats said they are 
not concerned that Medicare will go 
broke because Congress has always 
acted at the last minute to avert disas
ter." That may have been the way the 
Democratic Congress acted in the past. 
This Republican Congress does not be
lieve in putting off and putting off and 
putting off the solutions to the prob
lems that Americans, particularly that 
our seniors confront, Mr. President. 

Not only that, but we understand if 
we do not solve the problem today with 
a well-thought-through plan, the only 
alternative way to fix the problem at 
the last minute will be the kind of plan 
that I do not think most Americans are 
going to want or going to tolerate. In 
fact, we have a sense of what that plan 
will be. Congressman STARK from Cali
fornia, who is the ranking Democrat on 
the subcommittee of the Ways and 
Means Committee that oversees the 
funding of the entitlement programs, 
the person who would be chairman of 
that subcommittee if his party were in 
charge of the House of Representatives, 
said the Democrats probably would re
sort to either a Government takeover 
of the hospital and health-insurance 
payment system, or raise payroll taxes. 

For Americans who are trying to un
derstand the difference between what 
we are suggesting on our side, Mr. 
President, and what the opposition is 
suggesting, I think this quote probably 
encapsulates things about as vividly as 
it possibly could. The Republicans had 
offered a plan here over a lengthy pe
riod of time to reduce the growth of 
spending in entitlement areas-not 
cutting, but just reducing the growth 
of that spending-through more pru
dent and efficient operation of these 
programs, by giving seniors, to take 
the Medicare case as an example, giv
ing seniors the kind of choice the rest 
of us have as to how we will deal with 
our health care, but basically preserv
ing intact a system that gives individ
uals control over how they take care of 
themselves in the health care they re
ceive. 

Now, if we do not address this prob
lem in the fashion Republicans are of
fering, to avert disaster and bank
ruptcy in Medicare, the alternative 
will be this: A system the Democrats 
will design that will include either the 
hiking of payroll taxes or a total Gov-

ernment takeover of the health-care 
system. I actually predict, Mr. Presi
dent, that if we wait any longer, under 
the Democratic scheme you will get 
both of these-not one, both. 

So that, Mr. President, puts it in 
pretty clear contrast, what the options 
are for Americans today. If we balance 
the budget, if we put a constitutional 
amendment in place that requires dis
cipline not just for 1 year but for the 
future of this country, then we can 
guarantee our children the kind of se
curity that we have had, the kind of 
knowledge that if they work hard, play 
by the rules and do their jobs, they will 
have choice over their destiny. If we do 
not, their destiny is going to consist of 
higher taxes, Government-run health 
care, and more Government intrusion 
into their lives. 

As far as I am concerned, Mr. Presi
dent, when I talk to the people of my 
State, the answer to this question is 
pretty simple. People in Michigan want 
to control their own destinies, give 
their children more opportunity, and 
see the Government run the way their 
families are run. Keeping their own 
budget balanced is a challenge most 
American families and almost every 
Michigan family confronts every day. I 
think we should expect no less here in 
Washington. 

For that reason, I am very dis
appointed the balanced budget amend
ment failed. I continue to join and will 
join with the Senator from Georgia and 
others to do our best to make sure 
sooner or later the balanced budged 
amendment to the Constitution passes. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen
ator from Michigan for the very elo
quent statement on the purpose of 
passing a balanced budget amendment 
and the consequences, as well, of not 
having one. 

There have been many accolades in 
the last couple of days for the Senator 
from Illinois. The leader on the other 
side of the aisle endeavored to try to 
convince the President and his side of 
the merits of a balanced budget. In his 
remarks which he made the other 
morning on the floor, I want to quote 
them, I was here, he made a very elo
quent statement about why this coun
try needs a balanced budget amend
ment. He said, " I was reading the other 
day and came across where John Ken
nedy in 1963 complained about the huge 
amount of money that was paid for in
terest for which we get nothing." That 
is something to be remembered. It does 
not buy any service. It does not buy a 
tank or defend anybody. "He com
plained about the huge amount of 
money being paid for interest for which 
we get nothing. Do you know what the 
gross interest expenditure was in 1963? 
Nine billion. That is a terrible waste of 
money. " 

But do you know what the latest 
Congressional Budget Office figures are 
for this fiscal year, gross interest ex
penditure? Mr. President, $344 billion. 
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From 1963 to 1996, from $9 billion inter
est payments to $344 billion, and going 
up. 

The point that Senator SIMON of Illi
nois was making was that if we had a 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution, we would not be paying 
$344 billion in interest payments. Those 
resources would be available to return 
to the American taxpayer, to this 
Georgia family that is losing half of its 
income to government, so that they 
could do the job we are asking of them. 

Mr. President, it was a very dis
appointing vote yesterday. It was ex
ceedingly costly to every American 
family. A balanced budget would save 
the average American family $2,388 a 
year in mortgage payments, $1,026 in a 
4-year car loan, $1,891 over a 10-year 
student loan. 

The net effect of having passed a bal
anced budget amendment, the net ef
fect of having balanced budgets would 
immediately leave $3,000 to $4,000 in 
the checking account of this average 
Georgia family-$3,000 to $4,000. That is 
the equivalent of a 10- to 20-percent 
pay raise. That is what we are talking 
about. 

You get passed it all, talking about 
the checking account of a typical fam
ily at work, doing what they have to do 
to get the country up in the morning, 
to get it to school and get it ready. We 
have impaired, drastically, their abil
ity to do it. Passage of a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitu
tion, as Jefferson called for, as Senator 
SIMON called for, as Senator DOLE 
called for, is the best single thing we 
can do to protect the integrity of these 
working Americans all across the land, 
tomorrow and for the year to come. 

I see the time I was allotted has ex
pired. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may speak 
as in morning business for up to 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MEDICARE TRUST FUND 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, first, I 

want to commend the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVER
DELL] and those who spoke this morn
ing on the subject of a balanced budget 
amendment and the unfortunate con
sequences of our failure to deal with 
the problem of the ever-increasing defi
cits. 

We also had a few of those Senators 
mention, as an aside, the problem with 
the Medicare trust fund. I wanted to 
remind Senators that we had a hearing 
yesterday in the Appropriations Sub
committee that funds the Department 
of Heal th and Human Services, and 
Secretary Donna Shalala came before 
the committee to present the Presi
dent's proposed budget for that Depart
ment for the next fiscal year. She 
serves, along with others in the admin
istration, on this panel of trustees, 
whose responsibility it is to monitor 
and help keep Congress and the admin
istration informed about the integrity 
of the trust fund, and supports the 
Medicare Program. 

The trustees, earlier this week, 
talked about the fact that the worst 
case scenario for future deficits in that 
program had been exceeded, and that 
rather than having the program go 
bankrupt, be hopelessly insolvent by 
the year 2002, it was going to be bank
rupt earlier. By the year 2000, it would 
be out of balance by over $30 billion, 
and the following year, it would be out 
of balance and in deficit at the figure 
of $100 billion. 

The consequences of this report have 
to wake up everybody to the realiza
tion that unless Congress and the ad
ministration quit playing politics with 
this issue, it is going to be insolvent. 
This program is going to be in jeop
ardy, and benefits are going to be in 
jeopardy as well. 

I think the time has come for us to 
say, OK, the Republican Congress 
passed a balanced budget act last year. 
It included in that suggested reforms 
in the Medicare Program that would 
have put it in balance, would have kept 
it solvent, would have made some need
ed changes in the program to give older 
citizens more choices, more protection, 
so that their medical expenses and ben
efits could continue to be paid through 
this program. 

The President vetoed the bill. He re
jected the balanced budget act. So we 
started over again. This year, the 
Budget Committee is wrestling with 
the problem of reconciling budget reso
lutions, which contain projected ex
penditures under this program, as well 
as all other Federal programs, with an 
effort to continue to build toward a 
balanced budget plan as soon as pos
sible. Their projection is the year 2002. 

What I am going to suggest is that, 
in this politically charged environment 
of Presidential politics and campaigns 
for House and Senate seats underway
and we have to admit it-it is unlikely 
that this administration is going to 
change its mind and em brace the Re
publican proposals. And so we have to 
acknowledge that. 

The President, at the same time, has 
made a counteroffer, as I understand it, 
and has proposed some changes in the 
Medicare Program, which would 
achieve savings of $116 billion over the 

same period of time. The Republican 
proposals would have achieved savings 
of almost $170 billion. 

Let us say, OK, Mr. President, have it 
your way for the short term. Let us in
troduce the President's proposed 
changes in the Medicare Program. Let 
us accept his proposals for changes and 
cuts in the Medicare Program and 
enact them next week, or the week fol
lowing. If the reconciliation bill from 
the Budget Committee's resolution is 
vetoed by the President or not sup
ported by the Democrats in that area 
of the budget, let us isolate the Medi
care Program changes and enact some 
changes. 

I suggest, let us enact the President's 
proposed changes and cuts in the pro
gram and, at the same time, establish 
a commission-which the President has 
recommended, the trustees have rec
ommended in their report, including 
Secretary Shalala, Secretary Reich, 
Secretary Rubin, and others, who serve 
on that trustee panel-to recommend 
long-term changes in the Medicare 
Program that would ensure its sol
vency and protect the benefits for the 
older citizens in our society over the 
long term. 

I do not see anything wrong with 
that. As a matter of fact, I have been 
suggesting that that be considered as 
an alternative. If Congress and the 
President cannot agree on what 
changes ought to be made, get a com
mission together, much like the Base 
Closure Commission, or the Social Se
curity Commission, which was formed 
in 1983 and chaired by Alan Greenspan. 
It made recommendations to save the 
Social Security trust fund from bank
ruptcy, and Congress and the President 
agreed at that time to accept the rec
ommendation of that commission and 
implement it. 

That ought to be a part of this legis
lation-that we establish that commis
sion, agree to implement its rec
ommendations, and have a vote on it. 
If you do not want to implement them, 
vote no; be against everything. But we 
have to come to terms with the reality 
of the situation. The longer we wait, 
the harder the solution is going to be 
and the more sacrifices that are going 
to have to be made by everybody-the 
taxpayers. If we do not make these 
changes, do you know what is going to 
happen? Pretty soon, you are going to 
see the taxes on the employers and em
ployees to fund this program being in
creased-and by substantial sums. 

Now, the older population is getting 
older and, thank goodness, medical 
science is wonderful and it is giving us 
all opportunities for longer lives. But 
coming with that, too, are added ex
penses, as you get older, for medical 
care. Our senior citizens confront the 
reality every day of this terrible fear, 
and that is that they will not have the 
funds, they will not have access to the 
care they need to enjoy the longevity 
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that they now have, compliments of 
medical science, good nutrition, and 
the advances that we have made for 
good health in our society. 

So I say that it is time to stop the 
partisan politics. Let us quit throwing 
rocks at each other across the aisle, 
blaming each other for not getting 
anything done. I am prepared to say, as 
a Member of the Republican leadership 
in the Senate, OK, Mr. President, let us 
enact your proposal. 

I am going to introduce a bill next 
week, and I hope there will be Senators 
on both sides of the aisle who will say, 
OK, let us go along with this sugges
tion as an alternative to what we have 
been getting. And what we have been 
getting is nothing-gridlock, con
frontation, yelling at each other, peo
ple getting red in the face, and nothing 
getting done. 

I think the American people are fed 
up with that kind of politics, fed up 
with that kind of Government. I am fed 
up with it. It is time to change. We 
ought to do it now-before it is too 
late. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming is recognized. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, are we 

in morning business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the 

Chair advise the Senator that he may 
proceed as in morning business. 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Chair. I 

will only take 5 minutes. I wanted to 
do a couple of things. I want to thank 
the Senator from Georgia for bringing 
some discussion today as a follow-up to 
this vote on the balanced budget 
amendment. I am very disappointed 
that that balanced budget amendment 
to the Constitution did not pass. I 
think there are obviously reasons that 
it should have passed. Obviously, it was 
very close to passage. The reasons, of 
course, have to do with responsibility, 
with morality of Government, with fis
cal responsibility. 

Everyone accepts the idea that we 
should not be continuously spending 
more than we take in. It has to do with 
the historic performance of the Federal 
Government for 25 years, or more, 
since we have balanced the budget last. 
Everybody gets up, and the first thing 
they say is, "Yes, I am for balancing 
the budget"-the same people who have 
been here for 25 years and have never 
balanced the budget. They say, "We do 
not need an amendment; we will just 
do it." Well, we have not just done it. 

So I am very disappointed in that. I 
suspect that we will have some more 
opportunities to do that. 

I come from a State where the con
stitution provides for a balanced budg
et. Frankly, it works very well. It is a 
discipline, and the government works 

within that discipline. It is one of the 
elements of good government-one of 
the elements that says, "All right. We 
want a program. Here is what it will 
cost. Are you willing to pay for it?" If 
you are not, if we are not, if I am not, 
then we should not do it. That is what 
this fiscal responsibility is all about. 

I think the best instance of that, of 
course, is a property tax where we live. 
The school district says, "We need a 
new science building. Here is what it 
will cost." Is it worth it? You vote. Are 
you willing to pay for it, or are not 
you? 

I want to talk about a change that 
needs to take place in the budget proc
ess. Last year we took the whole year 
and deferred getting the budget fin
ished. Now we are in a year of budget
ing, and we are spending such a large 
amount of our time on the budget. Con
gress has more responsibilities than 
simply the budget. Indeed, the budget 
is very important. The budget is sort of 
an outline of what we are going to do. 
But the Congress also has, and the Sen
ate also has, many other responsibil
ities, such as oversight, such as seeing 
if bills that have been passed and are 
up for renewal have, indeed, been effec
tive, whether they need to be changed, 
whether they need to be renewed. This 
is a big job, and we are supposed to be 
doing that. But instead, we are going 
back and forth spending the whole year 
practically every year on the budget. 

I have a bill that has bipartisan sup
port that asks for reform in budgeting 
and doing a biennial budget. I think 
there is a great deal of merit in a bien
nial budget. No. 1, it is better for the 
Government. It is better for the agen
cies. They at least have 2 years of plan
ning for what they can do in their ex
penditures; 2 years in which they can 
plan how to manage their dollars. It is 
much better for the Congress. It is 
done in most legislative bodies-bien
nial budgeting. It has been supported 
by both sides of the aisle. 

The resolution that we introduced 
this year is supported by Senator 
DOMENIC!, who is head of the Budget 
Committee, and we think we can make 
this reform next year. I think, as we 
spend all of this time on budgeting, we 
spend the whole year practically on 
budgeting rather than some of the 
other things that we ought to be doing 
in addition to budgeting, it makes it 
more clear that there needs to be some 
reform. We need to have a biennial 
budget. 

So, Mr. President, obviously, we are 
not going to get to that this year. 
There are relatively few working days 
left. That will not be one of the issues. 
I am not naive to think that. But I do 
say to you that I do not think there is 
anything more important in terms of 
restructuring our process than to take 
a look at biennial budgeting. I intend 
to bring it up again next year. I have 
been promised support by those who 

are much more knowledgeable than I 
about budgeting. 

I recognize that there is always re
sistance from the appropriators. I was 
on the Appropriations Committee when 
I was in the legislature. Appropriators 
have a great deal of influence over all 
kinds of things because they control 
spending, and everybody is interested 
in how spending is done and how it af
fects their State. So appropriators are 
reluctant, of course, to lose the author
ity that they have every year by going 
through this process. I am sorry for 
that, but I think they to do a better job 
if they do it on a biennial basis. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the time. 
I hope we will continue to talk a little 
bit about how we might change some of 
the processes in this Congress; that we 
talk about results rather than proce
dure; that, instead of saying we have 
been doing it for 200 years, maybe so, 
but we ought to see what the results 
have been for having done that for 200 
years. There are some things that 
should not be changed. There are some 
fundamentals that should not be 
changed. But there are some processes 
that are not producing the results that 
we want, and one of them is budgeting. 
The result is a $5 trillion debt, the in
terest on which is the largest single 
line i tern in the budget. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent I be allowed to pro
ceed under the 1 hour that has been re
served by the minority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

REPUBLICAN GRANDCHILDREN 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have 

listened this morning to some of the 
discussion on the floor of the Senate. I 
felt I needed to come over and speak, 
at least for historical records, speak to 
the Republican grandchildren a bit, be
cause the Republican grandchildren 
have been spoken to on the floor of the 
Senate about a range of issues. They 
have been described on the floor of the 
Senate as victims of legislative prob
lems created this week by a vote on the 
constitutional amendment to balance 
the budget. 

All grandchildren are affected by 
what happens in these Chambers, in 
the Chambers of the U.S. House and 
the U.S. Senate. Grandchildren will 
ask the tough questions in the years 
ahead about the country in which they 
live, the country in which they are 
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growing up. They might ask some ques
tions about what has made this a won
derful place. There are some who sim
ply cannot concede this is a worthy 
place to live. They talk about how 
awful America is. America has gone to 
hell in a handbasket, they say. Amer
ica has gone to the dogs. 

It is interesting, we have people talk
ing about building fences to keep peo
ple out of America because we have so 
many people who want to come here. 
This country is a remarkable place, 
with enormous challenges, to be sure. 
We have faced challenges before. We 
faced a Civil War and survived it and 
came back together. We faced the 
threat of Adolph Hitler. We faced the 
threat of a depression. We have sur
vived all of those threats and all of 
those challenges. Do we have chal
lenges now? Of course; enormous chal
lenges, substantial challenges. But is 
this a remarkable, wonderful country 
that the rest of the world looks up to, 
the rest of the world wants to come to? 
Of course it is. 

At the turn of the century, if you 
were living in America, you expected 
to live 48 years. That was the lifespan. 
Now, at the end of the century, you are 
expected, as an American, to live ap
proximately 78 years. What accounts 
for that? A number of things. I have 
spoken previously about some of them, 
but let me just describe a few again, at 
the risk of being repetitious. Our 
grandchildren and the Republican 
grandchildren will read the history of 
these, of course. 

The history is well documented of 
one thing that makes this a better 
country in which to live, one of the 
reasons we are living longer. Upton 
Sinclair did the research at the turn of 
the century and wrote a book about it. 
He did the research in the meatpacking 
plants in our country, in Chicago, and 
discovered in the meatpacking plants 
they had problems with rats. How did 
they deal with the pro bl ems of rats in 
meatpacking plants? Well they took 
loaves of bread and would lace the 
slices of bread with arsenic and poison, 
and lay them around the meatpacking 
plants and the rats would eat the bread 
and the rats would die and the dead 
rats and meat would all go down the 
same chute and come out the other end 
as something called mystery sausage 
and be sold in the supermarkets. Upton 
Sinclair wrote his book about what he 
found in the meatpacking plants and, 
guess what, the American people said, 
we want to be assured we are eating 
safe products. And guess what, the 
American Congress said we are going 
to make sure when meat is processed in 
this country it will be inspected. We 
are going to make sure we are not 
pushing meat and dead rats down the 
same chute and pushing it out of the 
plant and selling it to the American 
people. 

A step forward? Sure. Government 
intervention? You bet, at the turn of 

the century, saying this country de
serves to have a safe supply of food. 

That is one thing that has made this 
a little better place. There are thou
sands of others. We constructed, some 
long while ago in this country, some
thing called the National Institutes of 
Health and also created something 
called Medicare. The combination of 
funding in Medicare and the funding of 
research in the National Institutes of 
Health and the genius of some health 
care professionals around this country 
have created breathtaking technology 
that saves people's lives. 

It allows people to live longer. People 
who get old and have trouble with their 
knees now get new knees. When they 
have trouble with their hips, they get 
new hips. When they have trouble see
ing, cataract surgery. When their heart 
blood vessels get plugged up, they get 
open heart surgery. So we live longer 
and it costs more. But it comes about 
because of these breathtaking changes 
in health care, most of which came as 
a result of investment by, yes, this 
Senate, this Congress, the American 
people, saying we want to make life 
better for people in this country. 

I could go through a litany of things 
that have changed to make things bet
ter, but I will not go through the whole 
list. I want to say, as you fast-forward 
to a point in time at which we face 
these enormous challenges, but at a 
time in which Americans are living to 
an average age of about 78 years, a 
time in which, after 20 years, when we 
have doubled our use of energy in the 
last 20 years we have cleaner air and 
cleaner water-why? Why would we 
have cleaner air and cleaner water 
when we have doubled our use of en
ergy in the last 20 years? Because the 
Congress said to polluters: "You are 
not going to be able to pollute any
more. You're going to pay a penalty if 
you pollute. We demand on behalf of 
our kids and grandkids that we have 
clean air and clean water in our coun
try." 

Is it perfect? No, but would anyone 21 
years ago have predicted if we doubled 
our use of energy we would have clean
er air and cleaner water? No one would 
have predicted that. It has happened. 
Why? Because the Congress said to 
those who were polluting America's air 
and water, "You can't do it anymore." 

Interference? Regulation? Yes. Are 
some people angry about it? Yes. Some 
of the largest polluters in our country 
are angry about it. In fact, they have 
office space over in the House of Rep
resentati ves. 

The majority party in the House said 
to those folks, "You all come in here 
and help us write new regulations that 
allow you to pollute. Let's retract 
what we have done on clean air and 
water regulations. We want to give you 
more freedom to pollute." 

It is called Project Relief by the ma
jority party. Thank God for the U.S. 

Senate that it has not gotten its way 
through this Congress, because some of 
us here ·value clean air and clean water. 

I said I wanted to, for historical pur
poses, speak as well to Republican 
grandchildren, because we heard this 
morning about the burdens of Repub
lican grandchildren. 

Some grandchild is going to be ask
ing grandpa some day on that side of 
the aisle: "Grandpa, I read in the books 
that the Social Security system was 
actually collecting enough money for 
Social Security; in fact, collecting 
more money than was needed in the 
late 1990's and the early 2000's, and yet, 
why isn't there money available for So
cial Security now when I reach retire
ment age?" 

And that Republican grandpa or 
grandma, if he or she served in the Sen
ate, would probably have to say: "Well, 
Grandson, that's because we decided 
that we would take that money that we 
promised we would save for Social Se
curity and we would use it over here 
for something else. We wanted to say 
we balanced the budget, and we also 
wanted to build a star wars project and 
we wanted to provide tax breaks and 
we wanted to give fairly significant tax 
cuts, half of which would go to people 
whose incomes are over Sl00,000 a year, 
and we couldn't do all that unless we 
took the Social Security money and 
used it over here as operating budget 
revenues so we could claim we bal
anced the budget. So, Grandson, in 
short, those were our priorities." 

Maybe they would say, "Grandad, 
what happened to the jobs? I went to 
school, I got my college degree and, 
Grandad, I don't understand, there's 
not a good job here." 

Maybe the grandad would say: "Well, 
you know what happened to us is we 
felt we needed to help big business 
when we were in Congress. So what we 
decided to do is provide a big, juicy tax 
break to businesses who would move 
their jobs from the United States over
seas." 

And they are going to say: "Grandad, 
that doesn't make any sense, why 
would you do that? Why would you en
courage people to move jobs out of the 
country? You knew I was in your fam
ily, you knew I was going to go 
through the school system, you knew I 
was going to need a job some day. Why 
would you encourage corporations to 
move American jobs overseas?" 

"Well, that's just our philosophy," 
they would say, "because we think the 
big, big corporations are what make 
the world tick. It is our trickle-down/ 
supply-side notion: If you make the big 
bigger and the rich richer, somehow ev
erybody else would be better off. So we 
gave tax breaks to companies who 
would move jobs overseas." 

I have a hunch some of these 
grandkids who were discussed earlier 
this morning on the other side of the 
aisle are going to be enormously puz
zled. 
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They might look at the RECORD 

here-because we were told that the 
majority party had offered a balanced 
budget and were upset the President 
vetoed it-they might look at the 
RECORD and they would say: "But, dad, 
I don't understand. I looked at the 
RECORD, and you know what you all 
did? What you all did was you took a 
little program called the Star Schools 
Program, which was designed to target 
investments in math and sciences and 
certain star schools to enhance Ameri
ca's education system, and you slashed 
that at the same time that you said 
you needed to increase, by over 100 per
cent, a star wars program. Why was 
star wars more important than star 
schools?" 

So the father is going to explain to 
the son or daughter that choice. 

"But, grandpa, what about the Head 
Start Program? Didn't all the evidence 
suggest the Head Start Program really 
did work where you make available to 
a 3- or 4-year-old child who comes from 
a low-income, disadvantaged family 
the opportunity to go into a Head Start 
Program? Didn't all the evidence show 
that that investment in that 3- and 4-
year-old produced enormous rewards, 
enormous returns?" 

"Yes; yes, they did." 
"Well, then, why did you tell 60,000 

children that they were no longer 
going to be eligible for Head Start? If 
that was a good program, why did you 
tell 60,000 kids that they don't matter, 
that star wars was more important, or 
a tax break to a company that was 
going to move their jobs overseas was 
more important?'' 

Or maybe they will read the RECORD 
and they will say, "Well, grandma, I 
was reading about that budget debate 
you all had, and the one thing I don't 
understand is with all the problems 
you had with kids and youth crime, 
you cut 600,000 summer jobs for dis
advantaged youth. Why would you do 
that? Why would you believe that sum
mer work for disadvantaged youth 
somehow was not in this country's in
terest?" 

And they are going to have to explain 
that, I guess. 

But mostly they are going to have to 
explain, it seems to me, the contradic
tion between their assertion that their 
demand that they change the Constitu
tion now in a way that misuses Social 
Security funds followed by an agenda 
that immediately brings to the floor a 
program that will cost up to $60 billion 
more to create a star wars program, 
immediately bring to the floor a pro
posal that will cut gas taxes some $30-
some billion in 7 years, a proposal that 
will substantially cut taxes somewhere 
in the $180 to $200 billion range, much 
of which will go to upper income peo
ple, they are going to have to answer 
as to how that adds up. How does all 
that add up so that those children can 
understand that this was a menu that 

made sense, and, of course, it is going 
to be hard for any child to understand 
that because this does not make sense. 

I want to reinforce this, not with my 
words, but I would like to reinforce it 
by quoting some others. 

David Gergen, who worked for Ron
ald Reagan, George Bush, and Bill Clin
ton, writes the following, speaking of 
the Republican majority: 

In their eagerness to satisfy one principle, 
fiscal responsibility, the Republicans would 
ask the country to abandon another, equally 
vital principle-fair play. This is a false, 
cruel choice we should not make. 

When Bill Clinton achieved large deficit re
ductions-

And they have been reduced substan
tially-
we pursued the idea of shared sacrifice. Not 
this time. Instead, Congress now seems in
tent on imposing new burdens on the poor, 
the elderly and vulnerable children, while, 
incredibly, delivering a windfall for the 
wealthy. 

Proposals passed by the House and Senate 
would rip gaping holes in the Nation's safety 
net, already low by the standards of ad
vanced nations and once considered sac
rosanct. 

This from a fellow who has worked 
for both Republican and Democratic 
Presidents. 

Another quote from David Gergen: 
U.S. News reported last week the lowest 20 

percent of the population would lose more 
income under these spending cuts than the 
rest of the population combined. At the 
other end, the highest 20 percent would gain 
more from the tax cuts than everyone else 
combined. 

No one disputes the basic contention that 
the burdens of benefits are lopsided. In a na
tion divided dangerously into haves and 
have-nots, this is neither wise nor justified. 

Let me describe what he is saying, 
because I think it is important. Con
sider this room is the United States 
and then say, "All right, the 20 percent 
of you with the lowest incomes, you 
move your chairs over here," so we 
have the 20 percent with the lowest in
comes sitting on this side of the room. 

"Now we have a deal for you. You're 
going to have 80 percent of the burden 
of all the spending cuts. You 20 percent 
with the highest incomes, you all move 
your chairs to this side of the room, 
and we have something that is going to 
make you smile, because you are going 
to get 80 percent of our tax cuts." 

That is the problem with this agenda. 
Let me quote extensively from some

one who has not worked with both 
Democrats and Republicans. This is a 
Republican, Kevin Phillips, a Repub
lican political analyst, who has written 
extensively on economic issues, writ
ten a couple wonderful books. 

He speaks of this agenda: 
Remember, at the same time as the Repub

licans proposed to reduce Medicare spending 
by S270 billion over 7 years, they want to cut 
taxes for corporations, investors, and afflu
ent families by S245 billion over the same pe
riod. This is no coincidence. 

Kevin Phillips, a Republican political 
analyst. 

Kevin Phillips: 
Today's Republicans see federal Medicare 

outlays to old people as a treasure chest of 
gold for partial redirection in their favorite 
directions; towards tax cuts for deserving 
corporations, families, and individuals. 

Again, Kevin Phillips, a Republican 
analyst: 

Further, [Kevin Phillips says) the revolu
tionary ideology driving the new Republican 
Medicare proposal is also simple. Cut middle
class programs as much as possible and give 
the money back to private-sector businesses, 
finance and high-income taxpayers. 

Not a Democrat speaking; Kevin 
Phillips, a Republican analyst. 

Again, Kevin Phillips: 
If the budget deficit were really a national 

crisis instead of a pretext for fiscal favor
itism and finagling, we'd be talking about 
shared sacrifice with business, Wall Street 
and the rich, the people who have the biggest 
money making the biggest sacrifice. Instead, 
it's the senior citizens, the poor, the stu
dents and ordinary Americans who'll see pro
grams they depend on gutted, while business, 
finance and the richest one or two percent, 
far from making sacrifices, actually get new 
benefits and tax reductions. 

Again Republican political analyst 
Kevin Phillips: 

If the U.S. budget deficit problem does rep
resent the fiscal equivalent of war-maybe it 
does-then what we are really looking at is 
one of the most flagrant examples of war 
profiteering this century has seen. 

I know these are controversial and 
very strong, assertive statements-not 
from a Democrat-from a Republican 
political analyst about the Republican 
agenda. 

Kevin Phillips again: 
Spending on Government programs, from 

Medicare and education to home heating oil 
assistance, is to be reduced in ways that 
principally burden the poor and middle class, 
while simultaneously taxes are to be cut in 
ways that predominantly benefit the top one 
or two percent of the Americans. 

Finally-Kevin Phillips-this is the 
last quote I will use from him. But as 
you can see, this Republican analyst 
has had a very harsh view of the Re
publican agenda. 

In short [he says) aid to dependent grand
mothers, children, college students and city 
dwellers is to be slashed, while aid to depend
ent corporations, stock brokers and general 
and assorted James Bond imitators survives 
or even grows. 

Then William Kristol, who is the con
temporary philosopher behind the Re
publican agenda these days, at least 
the principal spokesperson on tele
vision. 

Someone needs to stand up [he says) and 
defend the establishment: In the last couple 
weeks, there's been too much pseudopop
ulism, almost too much concern and atten
tion for the, quote, the people-that is, the 
people's will, their prejudices, their foolish 
opinions. In a certain sense, we're all paying 
the price for that now ... After all, we con
servatives are on the side of the lords and 
barons. 

William Kristel. 
I would not even bother to come to 

the floor today except I sat and 
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watched almost 2 hours of the other 
side saying, "Gee, our agenda's right 
for America. We have the right menu. 
We're doing the right thing. It 's a 
bunch of other slothful people around 
here who can't get their acts straight. 
It's people who have changed their 
mind, people who won't stand and sup
port a balanced budget." 

I have heard almost more of that 
than we care to hear from people who 
say they want to change the Constitu
tion but whose every action on the 
floor of the Senate is that they want to 
spend more money. 

I say this to them, those who spoke 
this morning and others, when you 
come to the floor of the Senate next 
week, if it is a defense authorization 
bill you bring to the floor of the Senate 
next week-I think it probably will be; 
we have not yet been informed-if it is, 
and if you are intending to spend, I be
lieve, between Sll and $13 billion-I 
think $11 billion more than the Penta
gon asked you the spend-would you 
also come to the floor of the Senate 
and tell the American people who you 
want to tax for the extra Sll billion? 
Who is going to pay the extra $11 bil
lion? Why, do you think generals do 
not know enough about how many 
trucks they want to buy? 

You say, we want to buy more trucks 
than the generals ask for, buy more 
ships than the generals ask for, more 
airplanes than the generals need. Last 
year you did the same thing. You said 
the Defense Department did not know 
enough. We insist on buying more sub
marines, trucks, ships, and planes than 
the Pentagon wants, needs or asks for. 

I just encourage this: If you say you 
are for balancing the budget, the place 
to balance the budget is in individual 
spending decisions here on the floor of 
the Senate, not in the Constitution. If 
in the next piece of legislation that 
comes to the floor of the Senate, you 
have decided that the Pentagon needs 
to spend more money than they have 
asked to spend, tell us who is going to 
pay for that. How much are you going 
to increase the debt to accommodate 
that? 

Then when the next bill comes fol
lowing that, which you say is not star 
wars, but which in fact is a new $60 bil
lion program-the Congressional Budg
et Office says $30 to $60 billion- you 
show me a program that comes in at 
the low end, I will show you every pro
gram that comes out in the high end. 
When you bring the next one on the 
floor to spend $60 billion on a new star 
wars program, you tell us, again, how 
much you favor a balanced budget and 
you tell us who you intend to have pay 
for that. Or do you intend to charge 
that? 

I do not have today the charts that 
show the budgets that were submitted 
by President Reagan and President 
Bush in 12 years. But I will bring that 
to the floor at some point because the 

implication of the debate on the floor 
of the Senate is that somehow it is the 
Democrats that want to spend money. 
No one has asked for more deficits, no 
one has requested higher deficits in the 
history of this country than the com
bination of Ronald Reagan and George 
Bush in the budgets they have asked 
for Congress to pass. No one. 

I am not talking about accidents. I 
am talking about deliberate requests, 
asking Congress for budgets that cre
ate deficits that have been the highest 
in the history of this country. I will 
bring those to the floor and dem
onstrate that. So it is not a case where 
one party is all right and one party is 
all wrong. The only reason I stand to 
respond to 2 hours of constant finger 
pointing is that people need to under
stand that what the Republicans have 
complained about this morning is they 
have not been able to get their agenda 
through the Congress because this 
President has vetoed an agenda that 
their own Republican colleagues and 
their own Republican authorities have 
said is a terrible agenda. It is, take 
from the have-nots and give to the 
haves. Some of us are unwilling to go 
along with that. I know that that 
forces some of you to complain. 

So I come to the floor to say it is not 
the way you suggested. It is not a case 
where you can point fingers across the 
aisle and say, "They're at fault. 
They're responsible." We have plenty 
of blame on our side of the aisle. Demo
crats have plenty of blame to spread 
around on our side of the aisle. 

Let me take some credit for being 
part of a party that says, we want to 
build a Medicare program in this coun
try, and we did it. No thanks to some 
people who are still bragging they 
voted against it. Medicare has made 
this a better country and a better life 
for a lot of people in this country. I am 
proud to be a part of a party with a leg
acy that is a wonderful legacy that has 
made life better in this country. 

But we also have some responsibility. 
We have created too many programs. I 
do not disagree with that. We have 
been concerned about solving problems. 
Sometimes we create a program that 
we think will solve a problem, and it 
does not work. We have not, in my 
judgment, been aggressive enough in 
getting rid of those programs. 

But I do not believe the record will 
show that those this morning, who 
spend 2 hours pointing fingers, are 
going to come to the floor of the Sen
ate in the next couple weeks with a 
menu of proposals that really balances 
the budget, especially without misus
ing the Social Security trust funds. 
They are going to come instead to the 
floor of the Senate with proposals to 
increase Federal spending, increase 
Federal spending on a star wars pro
gram and increase Federal spending on 
defense programs. They will make a 
case where it is necessary. I will not 

discredit them for doing it. They have 
every dght to do that. I will not ques
tion their motives. I will not discredit 
them. We disagree on the agenda. I will 
not discredit them. 

If you are going to propose new 
spending programs, you have a respon
sibility to tell us who will pay for it. 
The majority leader was asked at a 
press conference in the last week, when 
they propose this so-called star wars 
program, how much will it cost and 
who will pay for it? The answer was, 
" We will leave that to the experts." 
That is the kind of answer that has 
given us the debt that we have and the 
deficit that we have in this country. 

I want to make one additional point, 
and then I know my colleague from 
Kentucky wishes to say a few words. 

We have $21 trillion in debt in this 
country. I heard one person today say, 
"I started a business and I had to bal
ance my budget." I bet-and I do not 
know anything about that person's 
business-I bet $1,000 that person start
ed that business with debt, had debt fi
nancing. How many people in here paid 
cash for their house? How many people 
bought a car with cash? 

Mr. President, $21 trillion in debt in 
this country, almost SS trillion in cor
porate business debt, $4.3 trillion in 
household debt, including home mort
gages, a little over SS trillion in Fed
eral debt. Is the Federal debt too high? 
You are darn right-far too high. Do we 
need to do something? You bet. This is 
a very serious problem. But what you 
do to solve the deficit problem is what 
we started doing in 1993 and we did not 
get one vote for it on the other side of 
the aisle. We cut spending in a real 
way, and we increased taxes. 

I understand, some people would not 
increase a tax under any condition, 
even if their kid did not get education. 
They say, "I am against taxes." I am 
perfectly willing and was willing in 
1993 to vote for a piece of legislation 
that substantially cut the Federal defi
cit. Yes, it increased the 4.3-cent gas 
tax. I did not like that. I would have 
preferred we not do that. I am glad I 
voted for it because it reduced the defi
cit substantially. 

That deficit has been coming down, 
way down, and I am glad we did what 
we did. We did not even get one vote on 
the other side of the aisle by those who 
try to reach 10 feet in height and crow 
about how much they want to reduce 
the deficit. They care so much they 
want to enshrine in the Constitution of 
the United States a practice taking 
trust funds from the Social Security 
trust fund and use them over here to 
balance the budget. 

Let me finish with this point. I heard 
this morning, again, that they have 
passed a balanced budget and sent it to 
the President. I would like one Member 
of the majority party to explain this 
chart to me-just one, just once. One 
Member explain it just once. 
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This is the chart that you say is a 

balanced budget. Mr. President, $108 
billion in deficits in the year 2002. Ei
ther you balanced the budget or you 
did not. If you did not, why do you call 
it a balanced budget? If you did, why is 
$108 billion here? 

Now, I see our friend from Wyoming 
has entered the Chamber, and we will 
probably have a discussion about So
cial Security, which I am delighted to 
have because we have not had an op
portunity previously to have any sub
stantial time on the floor to address 
the issue. I hope maybe we will today 
because I have a fair amount of time 
and a fair amount of interest. I say at 
the start that I do not discredit his mo
tives at all, but we have a deep dis
agreement about a vote I cast, to say 
to people you pay higher payroll taxes, 
you pay higher payroll taxes, and those 
payroll taxes will be dedicated to pay
ing for Social Security. The fact is, you 
will enshrine in the Constitution a re
quirement they be used in the operat
ing budget. 

I know the Senator from Kentucky 
wants to say a few words first, and I 
would like to let him speak. I do not 
have any place to go. I am happy to 
have a discussion with the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DORGAN. Briefly, but I would 

like to yield to the Senator from Ken
tucky. 

Mr. INHOFE. One quick question. 
Earlier today I quoted you. Did I inac
curately quote you in any way? 

Mr. DORGAN. I would not have any 
idea what you said. I did not hear you. 

Mr. INHOFE. It was a statement 
made. Put it this way: Is it not true in 
1994 you voted for and supported and 
totally supported the balanced budget 
amendment that was then before this 
body? Is that not the same exact bal
anced budget amendment you voted 
against yesterday? 

Mr. DORGAN. I am pleased the Sen
ator has asked the question. The cir
cumstances are quite interesting about 
this. I think the Senator from Ken
tucky will probably respond to it. 

In 1993, we had a balanced budget 
amendment on the floor of the Senate. 
I raised the same question there that I 
raised 10 years previously, in 1983, in 
the Ways and Means Committee, about 
using the Social Security trust fund. If 
you will go back and read the dialog, 
you will read that the Senator from Il
linois and others with whom we had a 
substantial discussion about this, said, 
"No, no, we do not intend after we pass 
this amendment to use Social Security 
trust funds to show a balanced budget. 
In fact, we intend to do something 
statutorily to prevent that. " 

Two years later, instead of a promise 
by the promoters of the constitutional 
amendment that they would not use 
the Social Security trust fund, there 
was a guarantee by a vote of the Sen-

ate that they would use the Social Se
curity trust fund. 

So you ask, is it the same vote? No. 
One was a promise they would not use 
them, and the second was a guarantee 
by a vote of the Senate that they 
would. 

No, it is not the same vote, not the 
same circumstances. The difference 
might seem small to some, but when 
you come from a town of 300 people, 
$700 billion is a mountain of money. 

I am happy to yield to the Senator 
from Kentucky. · 

Mr. FORD. How much time do I 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky has 27 minutes. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I yield my
self 7 minutes. 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
VOTE 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I am glad 
the junior Senator from Oklahoma is 
on the floor. I regret, once again, the 
junior Senator from Oklahoma has re
sorted to a personal attack and distor
tion of my record on the balanced 
budget amendment. 

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FORD. Senator, I did not come 

over here and bother you. I will be 
glad--

Mr. INHOFE. You suggested I im
pugned your integrity. 

Mr. FORD. You certainly have, and I 
will explain it. 

Mr. President, I do not yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky does not yield. 

Mr. FORD. Just a little while ago, 
the junior Senator from Oklahoma 
quoted from a floor statement I made 
on March 1, 1994. He represented, by 
holding up two copies of the legisla
tion-you do not understand that or 
see that in black and white, but you 
watch it on television-that I was 
speaking in favor of an identical ver
sion of the balanced budget amendment 
which was defeated yesterday. 

Mr. President, I want to give you and 
the Chamber a page number. I see the 
staff. They can go back and go through 
it. It was page S2058 of the March 1, 
1994, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I wish the 
Senator from Oklahoma would have ac
tually read my full statement. He 
would have found out that I was not 
speaking about the underlying con
stitutional amendment from which he 
quoted me, but rather about something 
called the Reid-Ford-Feinstein amend
ment. 

Guess what that amendment did? It 
created a firewall so that the Social 
Security trust fund could not be count
ed to balance the budget. That was my 
position. It was the Reid-Ford-Fein
stein amendment. 

The junior Senator has misrepre
sented my record by quoting from that 

statement in support of an amendment 
in the form of a substitute and acting 
as if I was speaking about a constitu
tional amendment which does not pro
tect Social Security. 

On March 7, 1994---
Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. FORD. I guess it is all right. 
Mr. INHOFE. I ask the distinguished 

and honorable Senator from Kentucky 
if he did, in fact, vote for Senate Joint 
Resolution 41in1994? 

Mr. FORD. You have my record 
there. Tell the public. 

Mr. INHOFE. Yes, you did. It is iden
tically the same. You voted--

Mr. FORD. And it is the same ques
tion you asked the Senator from North 
Dakota. The reason we did, they were 
excluding Social Security. We had a 
firm commitment they were excluding 
Social Security. 

Now we have a guarantee that you 
are going to use Social Security. 

Mr. INHOFE. It is an identical reso
lution. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, if he is 
going to talk, I want it on his time, not 
on mine. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me 
respond. The Senator is under a 
misimpression, I am sure. He does not 
understand this. You are asking if this 
is identical, and the answer is, no, it is 
not identical. I believe it is not iden
tical. Let me ask you this. As an exam
ple, does the latest resolution referred 
to include the Nunn amendment, and if 
it does-

Mr. INHOFE. I have the two resolu
tions right here. They are exactly the 
same. I ask the Senator to show me or 
read to me where they are different. 

Mr. DORGAN. I believe the Senator 
is absolutely wrong, demonstrably 
wrong. As an example, does the Sen
ator recall that Senator NUNN required 
an addition to the amendment to be 
made, during the latest go-around, be
fore he would vote for it and that there 
was an addition made by Senator 
NUNN? Do you recall that? 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the two reso
lutions that we voted on-Senate Joint 
Resolution 41, in 1994, and House Joint 
Resolution 1, in 1996-be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 41 
(103d Congress) 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, (two-thirds of each House 
concurring therein) , That the following article 
is proposed as an amendment to the Con
stitution, which shall be valid to all intents 
and purposes as part of the Constitution 
when ratified by the legislatures of three
fourths of the several States within seven 
years after the date of its submission to the 
States for ratification: 
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"ARTICLE-

"SECTION 1. Total outlays for any fiscal 
year shall not exceed total receipts for that 
fiscal year, unless three-fifths of the whole 
number of each House of Congress shall pro
vide by law for a specific excess of outlays 
over receipts by a rollcall vote. 

" SECTION 2. The limit on the debt of the 
United States held by the public shall not be 
increased, unless three-fifths of the whole 
number of each House shall provide by law 
for such an increase by a rollcall vote. 

" SECTION 3. Prior to each fiscal year, the 
President shall transmit to the Congress a 
proposed budget for the United States Gov
ernment for that fiscal year, in which total 
outlays do not exceed total receipts. 

"SECTION 4. No bill to increase revenue 
shall become law unless approved by a ma
jority of the whole number of each House by 
a rollcall vote. 

" SECTION 5. The Congress may waive the 
provisions of this article for any fiscal year 
in which a declaration of war is in effect. 
The provisions of this article may be waived 
for any fiscal year in which the United 
States is engaged in military conflict which 
causes an imminent and serious military 
threat to national security and is so declared 
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority 
of the whole number of each House, which 
becomes law. 

" SECTION 6. The Congress shall enforce and 
implement this article by appropriate legis
lation, which may rely on estimates of out
lays and receipts. 

"SECTION 7. Total receipts shall include all 
receipts of the United States Government ex
cept those derived from borrowing. Total 
outlays shall include all outlays of the 
United States Government except for those 
for repayment of debt principal. 

"SECTION 8. This article shall take effect 
beginning with fiscal year 1999 or with the 
second fiscal year beginning after its ratifi
cation, whichever is later." . 

H.J. RES.1 
(104th Congress) 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House 
concurring therein), That the following article 
is proposed as an amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States, which shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes as part of 
the Constitution when ratified by the legis
latures of three-fourths of the several States 
within seven years after the date of its sub
mission to the States for ratification: 

"ARTICLE-
"SECTION 1. Total outlays for any fiscal 

year shall not exceed total receipts for that 
fiscal year, unless three-fifths of the whole 
number of each House of Congress shall pro
vide by law for a specific excess of outlays 
over receipts by a rollcall vote. 

" SECTION 2. The limit on the debt of the 
United States held by the public shall not be 
increased, unless three-fifths of the whole 
number of each House shall provide by law 
for such an increase by a rollcall vote. 

"SECTION 3. Prior to each fiscal year, the 
President shall transmit to the Congress a 
proposed budget for the United States Gov
ernment for that fiscal year in which total 
outlays do not exceed total receipts. 

"SECTION 4. No bill to increase revenue 
shall become law unless approved by a ma
jority of the whole number of each House by 
a rollcall vote. 

" SECTION 5. The Congress may waive the 
provisions of this article for any fiscal year 

in which a declaration of war is in effect. 
The provisions of this article may be waived 
for any fiscal year in which the United 
States is engaged in military conflict which 
causes an imminent and serious military 
threat to national security and is so declared 
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority 
of the whole number of each House, which 
becomes law. 

"SECTION 6. The Congress shall enforce and 
implement this article by appropriate legis
lation, which may rely on estimates of out
lays and receipts. 

" SECTION 7. Total receipts shall include all 
receipts of the United States Government ex
cept those derived from borrowing. Total 
outlays shall include all outlays of the 
United States Government except for those 
for repayment of debt principal. 

"SECTION 8. This article shall take effect 
beginning with fiscal year 2002 or with the 
second fiscal year beginning after its ratifi
cation, whichever is later. " . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kentucky has the floor. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, we never 
got an answer from the junior Senator 
from Oklahoma as to whether Senator 
NUNN's amendment was in the last one. 
He says they are identical, and they 
cannot be identical if Senator NUNN's 
amendment was included. It would not 
have gotten Senator NUNN's vote had 
that not been included. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield--

Mr. FORD. I am not going to yield 
for anything, Mr. President. I am not 
going to yield. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kentucky yield so I can 
make my point? 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I will yield 
to the Senator from North Dakota 
briefly. 

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator may not 
be putting in the documents that re
late to his question. The Senator's 
question was, were these not identical 
amendments, the 1994 and 1995. I think 
the Senator put something in the 
RECORD that does not relate to the in
formation that shows you were wrong. 

I ask unanimous consent that we 
have printed in the RECORD the first 
vote on the constitutional amendment, 
and that, I believe, was in 1994, and the 
actual amendment voted on and the 
subsequent amendments, and the 
RECORD will show that the Senator is 
incorrect in saying that they are iden
tical. 

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to 
object to the unanimous consent re
quest. The two resolutions that I asked 
to be inserted into the RECORD are Sen
ate Joint Resolution 41, which was in 
the 103d Congress, first session, and 
Senate Joint Resolution 1, which is 
what we voted on yesterday, which are 
identically the same. I do not want the 
ones from 1993, 1989, or any other time. 
I want these two. 

Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator wishes, 
we can ask unanimous consent to put 
anything we want to the RECORD. Does 
the Senator object to allowing us to 
put something in the RECORD, or not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to 
object, I want the RECORD to be clear 
that these are the--

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Kentucky has the floor. I 
withdraw the request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
quest is withdrawn. 

The Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, this is 

what has been going on in this Senate 
Chamber for some time now. You at
tempt to put in certain things to sub
stantiate your position, but you do not 
tell it all. You put in a piece of legisla
tion that was printed, but you never 
put in the piece of legislation as it was 
amended. 

When I was brought up, Dad told me 
that "the devil was in the fine print. " 
So let us get to the fine print. You just 
cannot continue to condemn people 
around here because they do not agree 
with you. I wish you would read War
ren Rudman's book on why he left the 
U.S. Senate. He said he could sit down 
with TED KENNEDY, JOE BIDEN-and he 
named a list of Senators. He would say, 
"Let us compromise and work this 
thing out. " He said, "I never did ques
tion their morality or their patriotism. 
But we could sit down and work things 
out." We no longer do that in the Sen
ate, so Warren Rudman is no longer a 
major voice in the consideration of leg
islation in the Senate. So you have 
driven from this body one of the sharp
est, one of the most dedicated individ
uals, I think, that has served here. 

Now, I will go back to where I was in
terrupted. On March 7, 1994, the distin
guished majority whip made a similar 
mistake, quoting me out of context. I 
will say one thing for him. He later 
came to the floor and apologized. But 
here we go again, misquoting my 
record. 

Mr. President, we have made some 
tough votes around here, which actu
ally were about deficit reduction, not 
just talk, not just an issue. We had a 
deficit reduction package in 1990. We 
had one in 1993. Yes, Senator, I voted 
for both of them, and you voted against 
both of them. They were not perfect 
packages, that is true. If they were per
fect, we would not be here. Those of us 
who voted for them took a lot of politi
cal heat-a lot of political heat. But, 
guess what? The deficit is coming down 
for the fourth consecutive year. The 
deficit is being reduced. One pledge 
that was made in 1992 was that the def
icit would be reduced by half. It is bet
ter than half. There was not a vote 
from the Republican side for that pack
age. I note that the junior Senator 
from Oklahoma is as tough as his rhet
oric is about balancing the budget. He 
voted against both deficit reduction 
packages. 

Let me talk about one other item in
cluded in the 1990 deficit reduction 
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package. It is section 13301. I am sure 
the Senator is familiar with that, be
cause Senator HOLLINGS, if you have 
been listening to the debate on the 
floor, described it in such detail during 
our debate on the balanced budget 
amendment. It says, you cannot count 
Social Security trust funds when bal
ancing the budget. You cannot do that. 
That is the reason you are $108 billion 
short. You have not presented a bal
anced budget. If you balance the budg
et, why is it $108 billion short? It is in 
the RECORD. CBO is what Speaker 
GINGRICH said we had to go by, and the 
President agreed. CBO says you are 
$108 billion short. There is no balancing 
the budget. You can beat your chest all 
you want to, but there is no balancing 
the budget. 

It is more than $100 billion short in 
the year 2002. All you have to do is read 
the bill, because you cannot count So
cial Security under current law. But 
the balanced budget amendment-the 
senior Senator from Oklahoma, yester
day, objected to the Senator from Or
egon asking unanimous consent to 
offer that amendment for the firewall 
on Social Security. The senior Senator 
from Oklahoma said it is taxes and ex
penditures, and it ought to be in the 
budget. Now, look that one up. 

So here we are offering to protect So
cial Security with a firewall, which is 
now law, and we get an objection from 
the senior Senator from Oklahoma, 
who said, "It is a tax and expenditure, 
and it ought to be in the budget, so, 
therefore, I object." They would not let 
us bring that amendment up to even 
vote on it. They would not even let us 
bring it up to even vote on it. If you 
want to pass a balanced budget amend
ment, put a firewall in, protect Social 
Security, and get 70-some votes in this 
Chamber. But, no, you want to use it. 
We have it in handwriting. The leader
ship on the Republican side said how 
many hundreds of billions of dollars 
they will take from Social Security. 
Now they are talking about a little 
gimmick that after 2002 we will take 4 
years and pay it back. If you want to 
balance the budget, let us balance the 
budget. 

So the Senator from Oregon was re
fused. 

You know, in this statement I made 
from which I was quoted yesterday, it 
starts out: "Mr. President, I have but a 
few minutes to speak this morning on 
behalf of the Reid-Ford-Feinstein bal
anced budget amendment. So I will 
concentrate my remarks on the Social 
Security trust." 

That is where you quoted me. That is 
where, excuse me, where the Senator 
from Oklahoma-I want to be careful of 
my language here; we are not supposed 
to use "you," but " the Senator from 
Oklahoma"-that is where you quoted 
me from. It was a debate on the Ford
Reid-Feinstein balanced budget amend
ment to put firewall in for Social Secu
rity. 

So it is just be beyond me. I want to 
say that I hear so much about, "If 40-
some-odd Governors can operate a bal
anced budget, why can't the Federal 
Government?" We do not have a cap
ital account. Most Governors have cap
ital accounts, if you understand how 
Governors operate. The Governors have 
an operating account. So it is all dif
ferent. Governors do not print money 
like the Federal Government. So they 
have to balance the budget. But they 
find ways around it. 

"I think the implementation of this 
amendment will work." That is a quote 
from me in that statement. "I think we 
can make it work." That is a quote 
from me in that statement. It is on 
page 2058 of March 1, 1994. 

"If we want an issue, fine." That is in 
that statement. "Stay with Senator 
SIMON and Senator HATCH. Stay with 
them, and then we will have an issue 
when we go home with no balanced 
budget amendment." 

I said that in that part of the state
ment from which I was quoted yester
day. Also, I might say in there I said, 
"I am just as worried about my grand
children as anyone, and I think I have 
a pretty good idea about grand
children.'' 

That is in that statement. You did 
not read that. People did not read that 
out of my statement. You know, you 
could just lift these things out, hold up 
your hand, beat your chest, and wave 
the flag. But when you get down to it, 
what do you have? An issue and no 
amendment. Take the money out of So
cial Security. 

We have heard a lot about a contract 
around here in the last 18 months. 
There is a contract for the seniors of 
this country, and that is Social Secu
rity. And they paint a broad brush with 
Medicare. Medicare has two parts: part 
A and part B. Part B has a surplus. We 
have been trying to correct part A now 
for 2 years. But they will not listen; 
$124 billion was the first cut from the 
budget that was given to us. 

So now we hear the objection of the 
senior Senator from Oklahoma yester
day to the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] to off er a sub
stitute amendment that would put a 
firewall in to protect Social Security. 

There are other different ideas about 
Social Security and about Medicare. 
But no country in the world, in my 
judgment, takes care of its citizens 
better. We are a capitalist country. 
What happens when the capitalists no 
longer need us? They fire us. And when 
they fire us, somebody has to try to 
pick up the pieces. Because we have 
been a strong democracy, government 
has picked up the pieces. We have re
trained personnel. We have helped 
them with health care. We have tried 
to feed them and clothe them until 
they could get back on their feet. But 
that is the story of democracy and gov
ernment, and government has a part. 

So, Mr. President, I hope that in the 
times ahead when we start quoting 
Senators that we quote them in con
text instead of out of context, and that 
we remember that there is a section 
13301, the off-budget status of Social 
Security, the exclusion of Social Secu
rity from all budgets: Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the receipts 
and disbursements of the Federal old 
age and survivors insurance fund, and 
the federal disability insurance trust 
fund, shall not be counted-shall not be 
counted-as new budget authority out
lays, receipts, or deficits or surplus for 
the purpose of the budget of the U.S. 
Government as submitted by the Presi
dent, the congressional budget, or the 
Balanced Budget Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

That is the law. If you put the 
amendment on and pass it, then the 
law falls, and the amendment to the 
Constitution includes Social Security. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, how 

much time is remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SHELBY). Eight and one-half minutes. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me 

just conclude, and I understand the 
Senator from Wyoming is here and I 
will attempt to stay and listen to some 
of his discussion as well. 

Mr. President, let me also complete 
one portion of this discussion. I only 
responded to the Senator from Okla
homa with respect to identical bills be
cause I believe they are not identical. I 
do not want the Senator to sometime 
come to the floor and say, "Well, he op
posed the Nunn amendment." But I ac
tually supported the Nunn amendment. 
I have no problem with the Nunn 
amendment. I believe the Nunn amend
ment means those were not identical 
proposals. I do not want you to mis
understand that. 

On that, the Senator is wrong. I be
lieve these are not identical proposals. 
I did not oppose, nor did the Senator 
from Kentucky oppose, the Nunn 
amendment, for that matter. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want 

to make an observation about Social 
Security. So the Senator from Wyo
ming might think about this as he be
gins his presentation. I have heard him 
a number of times. Sometimes he and I 
are in agreement and sometimes not. 
He is always thoughtful, interesting, 
and bright, and I enjoy his speeches. I 
have written him privately. I think his 
leaving the Senate is a loss for the Sen
ate. I still believe that, even though we 
have substantial disagreements. And I 
have respect for his opinions. 

But I want him to understand that in 
1983 when I served on the House Ways 
and Means Committee and became a 
part of a group of people who wrote the 
Social Security Reform Act, in the ar
chives of the warehouse that holds the 
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markup documents for that markup, 
the Senator will find -that I offered an 
amendment that very day 13 years ago, 
an amendment designed to head off 
what I feared would happen and what 
has happened under both Democrats 
and Republicans since, and that is we 
would increase a regressive payroll tax 
and use the regressive money from the 
payroll tax to do things other than 
save for Social Security. 

I would like to just make this obser
vation. I do not think there is one 
Member of the U.S. Senate-not one
who would vote affirmatively for the 
proposition as follows: Let us increase 
the payroll tax substantially for work
ers and for businesses and tell them 
that it will come out of their paycheck 
in the form of a dedicated tax to be put 
into a trust fund, but that we will, in 
fact, treat it as all other revenue with 
no distinction and that it will become, 
in fact, part of the ordinary revenue 
stream of Government with which we 
will balance the rest of the Federal 
budget. I do not think there is one man 
or woman in the Senate who would af
firmatively vote for that kind of propo
sition. Yet, that is exactly what we 
have gotten from the 1983 Social Secu
rity Reform Act. 

I would not have voted for it in a mil
lion years had I thought that was going 
to happen. When it began to happen, 
the first day of the markup I offered an 
amendment-and I have offered a dozen 
proposals since, in meetings with the 
Speaker of the House when I was in the 
House, and here in the Senate. We have 
technically changed the law thanks to 
section 13301 of the Budget Enforce
ment Act, authored by the Senator 
from South Carolina. But we have 
never altered the momentum of using 
the taxes that are taken from the pay
checks to become part of the general 
stream of money to fund general fund 
obligations of the Federal Government. 

I have had a generous amount of time 
to speak. The majority party has spo
ken generously this morning as well. 
Let me, as I sit down, say once again 
that although we have deep disagree
ments, I have great respect for Mem
bers of the other side of the aisle. But 
I believe in my heart that what we are 
doing-to the tune of hundreds and 
hundreds of billions of dollars of Social 
Security revenues-is fundamentally 
wrong. No business in America could 
do what the Government is doing. No 
business in America could say: By the 
way, I had a good year last year. Oh, I 
was short of money, but I took the 
money from my employees' pension 
plan and showed that as part of my in
come, and it turned out all right. 

No business in America could do that 
because it is against the law. Yet that 
is exactly what happens in this budget 
scheme, proposed not only by the ma
jority party but proposed in the past as 
well. 

Mr. President, I will stay here and be 
anxious to listen. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I under
stand all time has expired on both sides 
at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota has a little 
over 3 minutes of time left. 

Mr. INHOFE. I think he yielded the 
floor. I ask unanimous consent I be al
lowed to speak as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

GOVERNMENT REGULATION 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I will 

make this very brief, because several 
questions have come up concerning So
cial Security. I think it is a very cri ti
cal thing. I happen to have been privi
leged to be presiding yesterday when 
the distinguished Senator from Wyo
ming, the senior Senator, Senator 
SIM:PSON, who is the chairman of the 
Social Security Subcommittee and, I 
think we all agree, is the authority in 
this body on Social Security-he is 
here and will be responding to these 
questions in a much more informed and 
eloquent way than I would be able to 
respond to them. But I do have to re
spond to a few things that have been 
said by both my good friend, the Sen
ator from North Dakota, and the Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

First of all, it was implied-I am sure 
it was not intentional-that I was only 
concerned about Republican grand
children. Obviously, we are all con
cerned about our own. I opened my re
marks yesterday on the floor making a 
reference to Senator Simon, who had 
talked about Nicholas Simon, his 
grandchild. I said I know he is just as 
emotionally involved with his children 
and grandchildren as I am, and Demo
crats are as much as Republicans. I 
hope that is understood. 

But, when the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota used the example of 
government control, with the rats eat
ing the bread laced with arsenic, cer
tainly if I had been there at the time I 
would have strongly supported an ef
fort to stop these types of abuses and 
these types of unsanitary practices 
from taking place. 

But there is a fine line here. You 
come to a point where, if you see that 
point, you have too much government 
control. I think that is one of the basic 
philosophical differences, and it is an 
honest difference, between Democrats 
and Republicans. I suggest to you, if 
you talk to Tim Carter of Skiatook, 
OK, who was called a couple of days be
fore Christmas a few years ago and put 
out of business by the EPA, what he 
had done wrong was he moved his busi
ness from one area of Skiatook, OK, a 
very small city, to another area, and 
did not inform the EPA of this move. 

I said, "They do not know that you 
moved?" He said, "Well, yes, I in-

formed the district office, but they ap
parently did not inform the national 
office. "· For that reason they put him 
out of business and they took his num
ber away from him. 

Then, when I finally got that cor
rected, he called me again and he said, 
"Now I have another problem. I have 
an inventory of 50,000 bottles." He had 
some kind of operation, horse spray or 
something, that they manufactured. 
Apparently there is a market for it. He 
said, "The EPA says I cannot use those 
bottles now, because during that brief 
time I was out of business they gave 
my number to somebody else." This is 
the type of thing. 

Or Jim Dunn, who owned a third gen
eration family lumber company in 
Tulsa, OK, who called me up and said, 
"The EPA put me out of business." 
This was a couple years ago. I was in 
the other body at the time. I said, 
"What did you do wrong?" He said he 
did not do anything wrong. He said, "I 
have been selling used crankcase oil to 
the same contractor for a couple years 
and they traced some of that to the 
Double Eagle Superfund Site and they 
say I am in violation. They are going 
to impose $25,000 a day fines on me. " 
This is a company that had its net in
crease the year before of something 
like $50,000. He was out of business. The 
heavy hand of overregulation. 

We corrected that situation. But if he 
had not called me, he probably would 
be out of business today. That contrac
tor he sold his oil to 10 years ago was 
licensed by the Federal Government, 
by the State of Oklahoma, by Tulsa 
County. He did nothing illegal. Yet 
Government was regulating him out of 
business. This is what I am talking 
about. Have we gone beyond that point, 
to where we are the most overregulated 
society or country, to the point where 
we are not globally competitive? I say, 
yes, we are overregulated. 

MISSILE DEFENSE 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, the dis

tinguished Senator from North Dakota 
talked about star wars. He and I have 
had this discussion. There is, I guess, 
nothing to be gained other than to up
date it and put it in the context of to
day's debate, but it always offends me 
when we talk about star wars. Star 
wars is a phrase that was coined to 
make it look like this is something fic
titious, something imaginary, when in 
fact there is a very real threat that is 
facing the United States of America, 
that of missile attack. 

We know the Russians have their SS-
25. They have the S~18. which is a 
MIRV'd missile with a number of war
heads capability, some 10 warheads. We 
know the Chinese have a missile that 
can reach us. We know the North Kore
ans are in the final stages of developing 
the Taepo Dong missile that originally 
was going to reach the United States 
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by 2002. Now we feel , our intelligence 
community feels, it will be the year 
1999. 

We were on schedule from 1983 to pro
tect ourselves against a missile attack, 
so that we would have protection, or a 
defense system in place, by the year 
1999. We are not talking about star 
wars. We are not talking about even 
space-based launchers. We are talking 
about technology that is alive today. 
We have bought and paid for and have 
almost $50 billion invested in 22 Aegis 
ships that are floating now, paid for. 
They have launching capability. They 
can knock down missiles coming in. 
But they cannot knock down missiles 
coming in, ICBM's, that would come in 
from above the atmosphere. So we are 
trying merely to take that $50 billion 
that has already been spent, spend $4 
billion more so they can reach above 
the atmosphere and knock down a mis
sile that might be coming from North 
Korea. 

We would have some 30 minutes' time 
between the time a missile is launched 
and our technology tells us when that 
was launched. I am an aviator. I flew 
an airplane around the world a couple 
of years ago. I used the global position
ing system, that is satellites, for navi
gation all the way around. We can 
know what is happening around the 
world today. The technology is there. 

So , if a missile is launched in North 
Korea, we know it is coming, we have 
30 minutes to do something about it, 
but you cannot hit it because it is 
above the upper tier. All we need to do 
is spend about 10 percent more of the 
money that we have spent to be able to 
give the capability to knock it down. 
That is not star wars. I do not know 
where they come up with this $70 bil
lion or $60 billion. The CBO came out 
and said it would cost about $31 billion 
to $60 billion more, over the next 14 
years , if we installed and made a re
ality all of the proposed missile defense 
systems. We are not suggesting that. 
No one is. 

The other day on this floor I said it 
is like going into a used car lot and 
saying I want to buy all the cars. You 
do not need to do that. You get the one 
that works, the one that fits your 
needs, and that takes care of it. That is 
the way we are in our missile defense 
system. I hate to use that as an exam
ple . I hate to be redundant by coming 
back over and over again, talking 
about it, but it has to be talked about. 

When the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota said we are talking 
about a budget next week about spend
ing $11 billion more than the Pentagon 
wants-yes, I will be supporting that. 
Those of us who are conservatives over 
here, we want cuts in programs. We 
have to defend America. I was so proud 
of the chiefs of the four services testi
fying before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, who came in and-this is 
the first time, I think, in the history of 

this country this has happened-they 
defied their own President and said we 
have to have $20 billion more in order 
to defend America. This is what they 
said. 

They are not the top. There is the 
Secretary of Defense, appointed by the 
President; not the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, John 
Shalikashvili, who is also appointed. 
These are the ones in charge of the four 
services, and it took a lot of courage. 
We do need it and it took courage. 

" Where is the money going to come 
from for all these, " the Senator said. If 
he had been listening, I outlined a pro
gram we have been talking about for 
several years now. The Heritage Foun
dation and others came up with it. If 
we take all our Government programs 
and not eliminate one program, but 
only expand each one by 1.5 percent, we 
would be able to balance the budget 
and have the tax cuts that we have 
talked about that Americans des
perately need. 

That is not realistically what is 
going to happen, but we could do it, 
and I would live with that in a heart
beat, a 1.5 percent increase in the de
fense budget. We have cut our defense 
budget 11 consecutive years. We are 
down now below the level where we 
were in 1980 when we could not afford 
spare parts. So that is significant. 

THE DEFICIT 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am 

going to wind up here. I will only men
t ion the last thing that was stated by 
the Senator from North Dakota in re
sponse to something the distinguish 
Senator from Texas, Senator 
HUTCHISON, said this morning. 

When she started in business, she 
made it grow, and it was difficult. He 
said, " I bet you started with debt. " 

" Yes. " 
The difference is this: The business 

Senator HUTCHISON is talking about 
and the businesses that are started 
with debt have to pay that debt back. 
We do not , and that is the difference. 
Our debt just accumulates, and that is 
why we are looking at $5 trillion. The 
difference is, they pay it back, and we 
do not. 

Getting to the comments made by 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Kentucky-and I think so much of him; 
I have held him in very high regard
we just disagree philosophically. 

When he talked about the deficit re
duction programs of 1990 and 1993, yes , 
one of those was a Republican Presi
dent. In 1990, it was George Bush. I dis
agreed with him at that time, and I 
even went on " Nightline" and talked 
about how we should not have caved in 
to the Democrat-controlled Congress. 
As a result of that one cave-in by 
President Bush, he lost the election. 

The next one is 1993. In 199~he can 
call it a deficit reduction plan-it was 

the largest single tax increase in the 
history of public finance in America or 
anyplace in the world, and that is not 
a quote from conservative Republican 
JIM INHOFE, that is a quote from Sen
ator DAN MOYNIBAN, who was then 
chairman of the Senate Finance Com
mittee. 

So you look a t these things in a dif
ferent light. I would just say to those 
who are holding on to the past and 
those who do want to have business as 
usual and want to go back to and con
tinue the social revolution of the mid
dle 1960's , those days are behind us. 

The last thing I will say, I hope that 
the Senator from Kentucky did not 
mean it when he implied that I im
pugned his integrity. All I was doing 
was quoting him, and regardless of how 
we interpret the quotes, I do not think 
he wanted me to quote his entire state
ment that was page after page. 

But I will say this: These are the two 
resolutions we talked about. The Sen
ator from North Dakota said that does 
not include the amendment by Senator 
NUNN. I think you are talking about 
the judicial review amendment. I sug
gest to you that , verbatim, that same 
amendment was offered and passed by 
Senator Danforth in 1994. So we have 
identical resolutions, and regardless of 
whether the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky was quoted or mis
quoted, he still supported this back 
then, as the Senator from North Da
kota did, and opposed it yesterday. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

SOCIAL SECURITY 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I very 

much appreciate the presence of Sen
ator DORGAN of North Dakota. He and I 
have had spirited discussions about So
cial Security, but we respect each 
other. I certainly do. I told him that. I 
told him whenever I had a pain in my 
bosom with regard to his activities, I 
shared it exactly and expressly with 
him, which I have always done. It is 
good that maybe the two of us have a 
moment to at least speak on an issue 
which surely cannot continue to go in 
this fashion , where two thoughtful peo
ple, as the Senator from North Dakota 
and I hope your loyal communicator 
here, are continually just totally in op
position while many who deal with the 
Social Security Program are telling us 
what is happening to the program and 
where the money goes. 

So , if I may, in a series of questions, 
and then let us have the debate which 
we never had, because I will come to 
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the floor and do my thing and leave 
and get on to the seven committees I 
go to, and the Senator from North Da
kota comes to the floor and gives {lis 
good and able presentation and then 
leaves the floor. 

Let us just, may I, go back to where 
you have been. You were on the House 
Ways and Means Committee in 1983. In 
1983, Senator DANIEL PATRICK MOY
NIHAN and company, a bipartisan group 
-I believe Senator DOLE was part of 
that group; I do not recall all of the 
participants-they came together 
knowing that Social Security was 
going to go broke, totally broke, and 
that it would go broke within a very 
short time. So they met in good faith, 
in a bipartisan way, and they put to
gether a package, as you described
and I address the Chair, as my friend 
addressed yesterday-they put together 
a package which provided for increased 
payroll taxes, it provided for some ben
efit restructure, it did something with 
the "notch babies." 

Remember, we had to deal with that 
one for about 12 years, and it was an 
absolute phony argument. Talk about 
the froth that goes with Social Secu
rity. We finally, when that vampire 
came out of the silk casket one more 
time, drove the stake through it and 
through the lining, hopefully, and that 
is the end of it. We do not hear any 
more about it from the National Com
mittee for the Preservation of Social 
Security and Medicare or the AARP or 
any other group, because it is a dead 
issue, staked through the heart. 

Yet, it created tremendous concern 
around America in what was happen
ing. Because of the adjustment made in 
1983, we found that the people who were 
born before that certain cutoff date 
had received much, much more than 
they ever should have received, far 
above the replacement rate of Social 
Security. We corrected that, and then 
had 10 years of background clutter and 
flak and shelling from these various 
groups. That is over. 

But what we did do-and we must all 
use the same facts. We do not have to 
share the same opinion, but we must 
use the same facts. If anyone will re
member, you need only go to the report 
where we were· told that when we did 
what we had to do in 1982 and 1983 with 
Social Security, it would "save the sys
tem and make it solvent until the year 
2063." 

If there is anyone within the range of 
my voice who says that that was not 
the final package-what we did, our 
stuff, tough political stuff, that when 
we did that, we would "save the Social 
Security System till the year 2063." 
That is book, page and hymn number. 
Done. OK. 

What has happened in the next 13 
years? It is now 1996, and each and 
every year that the trustees issue their 
annual report, we are told that Social 
Security is going broke faster than we 

ever would have dreamed. And yester
day-just yesterday-we have the 1996 
annual report. This is a summary. The 
actual report is here. It is quite exten
sive. My staff has been through it. I 
hope that all of us will enjoy this 
weekend reading. It is just a joy. 

But I tell you what it does. It tells 
the truth, and I will tell you who is 
telling us the truth. The truth-tellers 
are Donna Shalala, a woman I have the 
greatest respect for and admiration; 
the truth-givers are Robert Rubin. He 
and I have not agreed on many things, 
but I admire him. Robert Reich, my 
fellow thespian-our line of work takes 
us away from this. We intend to "trod 
the boards" starting in Peoria. Robert 
Reich, a very splendid man. And then a 
citizen member of the trustees, 
Marilyn Moon; a citizen trustee, Ste
phen Kellison; and Shirley Chater, 
Commissioner of Social Security. 

What are they telling us? They are 
telling us that Social Security will go 
broke, flat broke, in the year 2029, I say 
to my colleagues. So in 13 years, we 
have moved the doomsday date of So
cial Security forward from 2063 to 2029. 
Thirty-four years of this cushion has 
been eaten up in 13 years, and every
body knows that. There is not a soul in 
this Chamber who does not know that. 
There is not a soul downtown who does 
not know that. 

Are we saying then, all is well? Of 
course, it is not well. Next year the 
trustees may come in and tell us that 
it will go broke in the year 2025. It has 
been happening in increments of 3, 4, 5 
years a crack. That is reality. 

Yesterday, in a spirited little bit of 
dialogue, I presented a chart, a most 
unique chart. Let me do it one more 
time. This is the Social Security Act. I 
did not write this. This is section 201(d) 
of the act. 

If we are going to say that somehow 
we are looting, raiding, and pillaging, 
then please tell me, please, where is 
this taking place? If we mean looting 
or raiding to put the Social Security 
surplus into T-bills, which are then 
sold by the Federal Government, and 
the general revenue goes into the Gen
eral Treasury, and when the interest on 
the T-bills comes out and is paid on the 
T-bills to those who own them, if that 
is looting or raiding, we need a new 
definition. 

If we defeat the balanced budget 
amendment-which is what has oc
curred-is it not true that the Social 
Security surplus will still be put into 
T-bills? The answer is, it does not mat
ter one whit whether we pass or defeat 
a Social Security amendment to ex
clude it. This will go on like Old Man 
River, and no one can stop it unless 
they wish to change this section. 

So what does the section say? "It 
shall"-shall-" be the duty of the man
aging trustee to invest such portion of 
the trust funds as is not, in his judg
ment, required to meet current with
drawals. " 

Stop there. 
There is a surplus in Social Security. 

Some s·ay it is $29 billion, some say it 
is $69 billion. Forget what they say. It 
easily could get to $2 trillion by the 
year 2010. Then, in the year 2012, it 
starts its tremendous swan song. We 
all know that. The trustees are telling 
us that. 

So it matters not whether the re
serves get to $1 or $2 trillion. There is 
nothing that is going to change wheth
er you pass a balanced budget amend
ment or not with regard to those funds. 

I will go on quoting. "Such invest
ments may be made only" -there is no 
option, no election process--"in inter
est-bearing obligations of the United 
States or in obligations guaranteed to 
as to both principal and interest by the 
United States * * * Each obligation 
issued for purchase by the trust funds 
under this subsection shall be evi
denced by a paper instrument in the 
form of a bond, note, or certificate of 
indebtedness issued by the Secretary of 
the Treasury * * *" 

I do not think that is too much 
mumbo-jumbo for all of us to deal with 
the issue of Social Security. That is 
what it says. That is what we do with 
it. That is what FDR and the Congress 
had in mind for us to do with it. 

But now one more subsection. The 
Social Security Act, section 201(f). We 
must hear this. We must all follow the 
law. That is our duty. That is really 
maybe the only duty we have here, to 
follow the law and try to craft laws 
that are understandable to the Amer
ican people. 

"The interest on, and the proceeds 
from the sale or redemption of, any ob
ligations held in the Federal Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund 
and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund shall"-shall-"be credited 
to and form a part of the Federal Old
Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund, respectively.'' 

And then this, if we can all hear this. 
We do not have to agree. We do not 
have to fire up each other. 

Payment from the general fund of the 
Treasury to either of the trust funds of any 
such interest or proceeds shall be in the form 
of paper checks drawn on such general fund 
to the order of such trust fund. 

That is what it says. And this section 
has been addressed in the report which 
came to us yesterday. 

Let me read from the summary. This 
is the summary of the Social Security 
trustees. Here is a very precise, small 
paragraph that says this, if I can share 
this with my friend from North Da
kota. 

In all trust funds assets that are not need
ed to pay current benefits or administrative 
expenses (the only purposes for which trust 
funds may be used) are invested in special 
issue U.S. Government securities guaranteed 
as to both principal and interest and backed 
by the full faith and credit of the United 
States of America. 
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That section is not changed one whit 

whether we include or whether we ex
clude Social Security from a balanced 
budget amendment. 

Every penny, every single penny of 
the trust fund is left in exactly the 
same condition, whether you pass a 
balanced budget amendment or not. 

It is most extraordinarily remark
able to suggest that we can "save" or 
"protect" Social Security from this by 
simply separating it from a balanced 
budget amendment. 

Here is the language-I hope this is 
not a surprise. I want to be sure my 
colleague hears this language. If I 
could get the attention of my friend 
from North Dakota. I think it is very 
important that I share this language. I 
do not want it to be a surprise. 

This is language from yesterday's re
port. I do not know if the Senator's 
staff has read this. My staff went 
through it during the night. I have to 
do this kind of work because they have 
made me the chairman of the Sub
committee on Social Security and 
Family Policy. I did not really seek 
that task, but like all of us who do 
good work-and the Senator does with 
his subcommittees and my good friend 
from Kentucky does with his-we try 
then to keep absolutely current. Here 
is the language from the report of yes
terday. 

It is very important. This, yesterday, 
became open to the American public. 
Here is what it says: "As noted in sec
tion 2(b), the portion of the OAS! trust 
fund that is not needed to meet day-to
day expenditures is used to purchase 
investments, generally in special pub
lic debt obligations of the United 
States Government. The cash"-this is 
a quote from yesterday's 1996 annual 
report, page 78 and 79-"The cash used 
to make these purchases becomes part 
of the general fund of the Treasury 
. . ., " ladies and gentlemen. 

We all know that. We have known it 
since Franklin Delano Roosevelt wrote 
it and put it in section 201. 

"The cash"-that is cash that is not 
needed. That means the surplus. That 
means the excess. That means what
ever you want to call it. "The cash 
used to make"-! am quoting- "The 
cash used to make these purchases be
comes part of the general fund of the 
Treasury and is used to meet various 
Federal outlays." 

Does that mean that we have looted 
it or raided it or pillaged it? I think 
not, not when we are looking at the 
specific language of the act and the 
trustees' report. 

I am continuing to quote. 
Interest is paid to the trust fund on these 

securities. And when the securities mature 
or are redeemed prior to maturity, general 
fund . . . 

If I may get the attention of my 
friend from North Dakota. We never 
get to get this done. I am going to 
stay, too, because I think it is very im-

portant that he and I do not leave the 
Chamber until the American people 
know a Ii ttle more than they do now 
about how we are looting or pillaging 
or raiding the Social Security system, 
which is not taking place under any 
scenario known to man or woman. 

Quoting again. 
Interest is paid to the trust fund on these 

securities. And when the securities mature 
or are redeemed prior to maturity, general 
fund revenues are used to repay the principal 
to the trust fund. Thus, the investment oper
ations of the trust fund result in various 
cash flows between the trust fund and the 
general fund of the Treasury. And currently 
the excess of tax income to the OASI trust 
fund over the fund's expenditures results in a 
substantial net cash flow from the trust fund 
to the general fund. 

Finally the quote: 
Sometime after the turn of the century, as 

shown in the following subsection, this cash 
flow will reverse. 
It is detailed in horrendous, horrendous 
factual figures. "This cash flow will re
verse as trust fund security"-let me 
show you how it will reverse. 

This is the annual operating balance 
of the Social Security trust fund in bil
lions of dollars. If that is not a reversal 
from today's $60 billion surplus. I think 
it is more today-my colleague may 
disagree-and then it drops like a rock
et through the basement. This is the 
annual operating balance of the Social 
Security in billions of dollars. In the 
year 2000 it is $1 trillion operating bal
ance. This is the figure. This is from 
the Social Security Administration, 
1995. 

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SIMPSON. I am happy to yield to 

the Senator. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, we will say 

that everything my friend has said is 
accurate. I do not question his sincer
ity or his statements. We will take it 
from that point on. 

Under statutory provisions, we can
not use Social Security funds as it re
lates to deficits, budgets-it is off 
budget. That is 13301. I am sure you are 
familiar with that. Now, in the bal
anced budget amendment, we are al
lowing, based on the statement of the 
senior Senator from Oklahoma yester
day, that this is a tax and an expendi
ture and, therefore, it ought to be part 
of the balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution. 

What is the underlying fear, as I lis
ten to the Senator from Wyoming, and 
the underlying fear, I say to my friend, 
of this Senator is that if we allow the 
money to be used to reduce the deficit, 
and when we have the leadership on 
your side-not necessarily the majority 
leader but other leaders in the budg
etary category-tell us how much of 
the Social Security trust funds will be 
used if the amendment to the Constitu
tion is passed to balance the budget, 
then we accelerate your fear here of 
the reduction of the surplus in the So
cial Security. 

If the Social Security continues on 
its merry way, as you have so aptly de
scribed; going downhill, will we not ac
celerate that if we use, as we were told 
in handwriting that we are going to 
use, $147 billion from the trust fund, at 
least the last 2 years, would that not 
make it depleted at a much earlier 
date? 

Mr. SIMPSON. I always enjoy a spir
ited discussion. 

Mr. FORD. This is not spirited. 
Mr. SIMPSON. It will be before we 

finish. 
Mr. FORD. I doubt it. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I enjoy that because 

he and I, even as deputy assistant lead
ers for 10 years or near that amount
there was not anybody that I treated 
with more deference, or who dealt with 
me more fairly, honestly, and directly. 

Where I am, Mr. President, is this: 
We are being told in this debate that 
these funds are being looted or raided. 
This may not be your debate, but this 
has been part of a continual debate 
about the looting or raiding or using 
this. I am saying, based upon the law of 
the United States, that any surplus in 
these funds is "used" and goes directly 
to the general fund, that there is no 
trust fund in that to be looted, to be 
raided. It is a series of great stack of 
IOU's. That is what we have here. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, by "IOU's" 
you are talking about T-bills that are 
paid to constituents like you and me. 
We might be down to the E bonds or 
the smaller ones but the T-bills are the 
IOU's in there, and we have by law sold 
them or loaned that money to the Fed
eral Government in return for T-bills 
plus interest to be paid at a definite pe
riod of time and the trustees are re
quired to have that flow of money. 

Am I correct in that? 
Mr. SIMPSON. That is correct. 
Mr. FORD. So you refer to-you say 

we are looting. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I did not say that. 
Mr. FORD. No, you quoted others 

saying "looting," and now the Senator 
from Wyoming is using the words 
"IOU's" for T-bills. It is just a matter 
of how you express yourself. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I believe I have the 
floor, if you are asking an inquiry. 

Mr. FORD. I am trying to give you 
my reasoning for the question. 

Mr. SIMPSON. If you could, I would 
like that. 

Mr. FORD. I understand, and you are 
doing well in the balcony right now. 
There are more giggles up there than 
on the floor. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I am trying to do 
something for my grandchildren. 

Mr. FORD. I have tried the grand
children. 

Mr. SIMPSON. If the Senator would 
pose the question, I would appreciate 
it. 

Mr. FORD. Where was I? What I am 
trying to say is that if the constitu
tional amendment is passed and then 



13422 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 7, 1996 
ratified by the States, and then we 
amend the Constitution on the bal
anced budget amendment, and that 
would do away with statutory provi
sions as it relates to the trust fund, 
and therefore as those who have the re
sponsibility of budgeting here in the 
Senate, to recommend to us as Sen
ators, say they will use x billions of 
dollars of the Social Security trust 
fund to balance the budget. Do we do 
away with statutory law when we 
amend the Constitution? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I can
not see any format where a constitu
tional amendment, which would take 
years to ratify-all we are doing is 
sending this to the States, if we did do 
it, and let them decide. I know of noth
ing in my background that would lead 
me to believe that we would have done 
anything with section 201 of the Social 
Security Act, either For Dor any pro
vision therein. 

Mr. FORD. But you would be able to 
use the funds held in trust, for exam
ple, T-bills, to balance the budget ac
cording to the budgetary professionals 
on your side. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I will 
continue to direct my remarks to the 
Chair. The issue is that you cannot 
hide something that is $360 billion a 
year and pretend that you are doing 
something to "balance the books." 
That does not mean that we are then 
going to "raid" or "loot" the Social 
Security System. 

The constitutional amendment does 
not in any way injure Social Security, 
because the trust fund goes into T-bills 
or notes or obligations regardless. Re
gardless, the Social Security money 
still has to be raised in the future out 
of general revenue. That is what the 
trustees are telling us. 

Somebody said, what about the inter
est? I heard that one. Mr. President, 87 
percent of the money that comes in 
comes from payroll taxes. About 9 per
cent comes from interest. That is all 
there is. In the year 2012, you will have 
to take the notes and go back to the 
Government and say, "There is not 
enough payroll money coming in this 
month. So we are here to cash these 
in." That is when the double hit comes 
that we described. 

If you are trying to build a firewall 
to protect Social Security, this does 
not affect a Social Security firewall, 
which seems to be a very important 
thing to many, does not affect the 
long-term unfunded liability of the So
cial Security system. It does not alter 
the situation which requires a Social 
Security surplus to be put in Treasury 
bills. 

May I just finish the trustees' quote? 
It is two more sentences. Then we can 
get on with the action here and see if 
we can stick with the trustees' report. 
Do not bother with what I am saying or 
Senator DORGAN or any of us. I am 
reading from the annual report of the 

trustees. Let me just finish it. "The 
cash flow will reverse as the trust fund 
securities are redeemed. To meet bene
fit payments and other expenditures, 
revenue from the general fund of the 
Treasury will be drawn upon to provide 
the necessary cash.'' 

That is pages 78 and 79. The balanced 
budget amendment in no way changes 
this. In no way at all does the balanced 
budget amendment firewall for Social 
Security change that. 

This is the way it is. And that is 
what we ought to be debating. I would 
be glad to stand here and do that. 

(Mr. GRAMS assumed the chair.) 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield for a little colloquy? 
Mr. SIMPSON. Yes, sure. 
Mr. FORD. I believe the Senator 

would agree that once a constitutional 
amendment is passed-and it will not 
take years to pass the balanced budget 
amendment-once a balanced budget 
amendment is passed and it amends the 
Constitution, then it is this body's re
sponsibility to draft the legislation im
plementing that amendment, is that 
not correct? 

Mr. SIMPSON. I am sorry. Repeat 
the last part, please, if you would. 

Mr. FORD. Well, once an amendment 
to the Constitution has been ratified 
by the States, is it not the responsibil
ity, then, of this body and the House to 
implement, by law, that amendment? 

Mr. SIMPSON. That is correct. 
Mr. FORD. Is there anything to pre

vent a majority from voting to include 
Social Security trust funds in the oper
ation of the budget of the United 
States? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, there 
is no way to a void doing anything to 
try to hide Social Security from the 
budget problems of the United States. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I asked a 
question, and I was chastised for not 
asking the question. What I want to 
know is, is there any way to prevent a 
majority vote from using the Social 
Security trust funds as a part of reduc
ing the deficit for balancing the budg
et? 

Mr. SIMPSON. I have no idea, Mr. 
President. For 17 years, this Senator 
has talked about the absolute cer
tainty of pretending that something is 
off budget when it is $360 billion a year. 
You would have to ask a majority at 
that time. For me, it is absolutely ab
surd to believe that you do not talk 
about Social Security when you are 
trying to balance the budget of the 
United States of America, which today 
is $1.506 trillion, and $360 billion of that 
in there is called Social Security. If 
you want to leave it out, fine, but it 
will not be this Senator. I will not be 
here, but somebody can tap on my box 
and tell me how it went. 

Mr. FORD. Knowing the Senator 
from Wyoming, he will not have to 
take his money with him. He can write 
a check where he is going. 

I am very concerned that we talk 
about IOU's and they are really the 
bills. We talk about raiding and, no, we 
are not raiding. You cannot do that. 
But the Members of this body will im
plement an amendment to the Con
stitution. As the senior Senator from 
Oklahoma said yesterday, he objected 
to voting on the amendment to put up 
the firewall for Social Security because 
it was taxes collected and taxes ex
pended. He wanted it in the balanced 
budget amendment. 

I thank the Chair and my friend from 
Wyoming. I am going to leave the Sen
ator. I am hungry. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I do 
not believe that my good friend would 
check through the Senate ethics and fi
nancial records and find that I was list
ed among the millionaires of the Sen
ate. So I think that that was a rather 
gratuitous shot. 

Mr. FORD. How did the Senator take 
that? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Now, Mr. President, if 
we can get back to the issue, which is 
the law, and stick with this and try to 
stick in this debate without going into 
emotion and who has the bucks and 
who does not have the bucks, and the 
rich versus the poor, and all the rest of 
it, and know that the Social Security 
Act is right here-(f) and (d). The trust
ees report is right here, and I am ready 
to move forward and discuss those and 
let us do that. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Indeed, certainly. 
Mr. DORGAN. Let me clear up two 

things, and one is minor. The Senator 
is not accurate with respect to the 
issue of the notch. This is probably not 
relevant. That was not adjusted in the 
1983 legislation. That was in the 1977 
legislation, which was implemented in 
1979. The 1983 legislation had nothing 
to do with the notch. The notch was 
created, as the Senator might remem
ber, because of a cost-of-living adjust
ment in Social Security that was op
posed in the early 1970's. 

Subsequently, it was discovered that 
that cost-of-living adjustor, or for
mula, was inappropriate in 1977. Con
gress made an adjustment, effective 2 
years ago. It was not in 1983. That was 
not such a big deal, but I wanted to 
make that point for those who are in
terested in the history of it. 

Second, the Senator used a chart 
that is demonstrably false. If the Sen
ator would put the chart back up, I am 
sure he did not do this deliberately. 

Mr. SIMPSON. No; the dates are not 
correct. The dates here should be 2020 
here, 2025 here, 2030, 2035, and 2040. 

Mr. DORGAN. When I saw the chart, 
I knew one would not want to use a 
chart like that. The impression would 
be that there is a one green line and a 
lot of red lines. When I saw your dates, 
I realized they were not accurate. 

Let me give the accurate numbers. 
Here will be the annual surpluses, not 
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deficits. In the 1996, your chart had a 
red line, and that was in error. There 
will be a $71 billion surplus, then a $74 
billion surplus, then $80 billion, $87 bil
lion, $91 billion, and, next year, $97 bil
lion. 

In the year 2002, there will be a $103 
billion surplus-that is, receipts into 
Social Security over expenditures. This 
surplus will continue out on into the 
two-thousand-teens, after which there 
will be red lines. 

It would be appropriate to have a 
chart that shows the red lines, but you 
would not want to show that unless 
you showed very substantial surpluses. 
I wanted to make the point that if 
somebody saw that chart and started 
going, "We have big troubles," that is 
not accurate. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I said 
that. I said that the reserves could eas
ily be $2 trillion by 2010. I want the 
record to be absolutely correct. Nobody 
needed to palpitate on that. 

Mr. DORGAN. There are so many 
charts showing the deep red canyons, 
and that chart should have showed sur
pluses. 

Let us talk, for a moment, about 
these surpluses, and let us talk about 
this one. The year 2002 is the 7th year 
of a budget plan. In the year 2002, the 
Social Security system will have re
ceipts of $103 billion that are greater 
than the need for expenditure in that 
year. 

I will ask the Senator from Wyoming 
a couple of questions about that. The 
first question is, Is this an accident, or 
is this part of a deliberate strategy to 
have receipts that far exceed needs or 
expenditures in that year? Is that a de
liberate strategy or an accident? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, Mr. President, 
that is a deliberate strategy. The pur
pose was to build the reserves, and it 
was going to work beautifully, until 
this year, in the year 1996. Every 71/2 

seconds somebody turns 50, and 15 
years from now, in the year 2012, there 
will be a dramatic drawdown. We ought 
to link the two cases together, because 
they are so dramatic that it is hard to 
describe. 

Mr. DORGAN. I accept that. In many 
respects, I sat here and listened to a 
debate that, if you won, it was a debate 
we were not having. I accept much of 
what you say. But that is not the 
framework of the debate that we have 
ventured on the floor with. 

Let me try to understand and de
scribe the debate as between what you 
were describing earlier and what I am 
saying. If you are right-and I think 
you are, because I was part of the 
team, as you were, that said let us de
liberately begin saving money, so that 
when the baby boomers retire, or the 
war babies, more appropriately, retire 
after the turn of the century, we will 
have built up some reserves. That was 
a deliberate, sober reflective action on 
the part of the Congress. I think it was 
an appropriate and courageous won. 

Now, if in the year 2002, we have said 
we want $103 billion more to come in in 
Social Security than we are going to 
spend, and if in the year 2002 the ma
jority's budget provides a balanced 
budget in 2002, but, they say, we are 
$108 billion short in their paper, but 
say to the American people we will bal
ance the budget, is it not the case that 
they claim that they have balanced the 
budget because we have not had en
forced savings of the $103 billion that 
year, which should have been above 
what is necessary to balance the budg
et if you are going to have an enforced 
national savings pool, but, in fact, they 
have taken that $103 billion and said, 
by the way, we are using it over here so 
we can say we balanced the budget. 

Is that not a misuse of the term 
"double entry booking," to say we 
have a deliberate reserve and, at the 
same time, that we are using it here 
saying we have a balanced budget? 

That is the major point of contention 
between us because we will, I fear, get 
to the end of this process and we will 
never have an enforced national pool of 
savings above an otherwise balanced 
budget that is used, or usable rather, 
when we need it when the war babies 
retire. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, that 
would be a good argument if we were 
saying that we were going to "use it to 
reduce the deficit." But it will have al
ready been used because the minute 
there are surpluses in the Social Secu
rity trust funds, they are invested in T 
bills or notes or whatever, and all the 
money goes to the general fund. If we 
can get to the point where you and I 
are, will you please describe to all of us 
what you mean when you are describ
ing "looting and raiding" of the trust 
fund? 

Mr. DORGAN. Exactly. The year 2002 
would be a year in which the Federal 
Government would have balanced its 
budget plus had a $103 billion addi
tional revenue above the balanced 
budget as an enforced pool of national 
savings to be saved for the time we are 
going to need it. That would comport 
with what the idea was in the early 
1980's about creating a national pool of 
enforced savings. The scheme that we 
now have, I respectfully say to the Sen
ator from Wyoming, means that we 
will never have a pool of enforced na
tional savings to meet the Social Secu
rity needs. Instead, we will simply have 
a regressive payroll tax added to the 
general revenue stream to be used for 
whatever other purpose it is used for. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, may I 
ask a question of the Senator from 
North Dakota? How does the Senator 
from North Dakota propose to avoid 
looting, or raiding? Does that mean it 
will not be in T bills? 

Mr. DORGAN. No. 
Mr. SIMPSON. What does it mean? 
Mr. DORGAN. You are not winning a 

debate that we are not having. I am 

not debating whether or not it is in
vested in T bills. Of course it is. Your 
basic contention has been because it is 
invested in T bills it does not exist. I 
have asked the question. "Gee. If you 
purchase a savings bond for your 
grandchild for Christmas, are you 
going to tell him when he opens it 
that, 'By the way, what you see does 
not exist?' " No. It is an asset. That 
asset exists in the trust fund. 

My point is you will not have saved 
$103 billion in the year 2002 that you 
promised to save if on the budget side 
of things you take the $103 billion over 
and say, "Well, we are $103 billion 
short of balancing the budget generally 
speaking but we will count this reve
nue against it in order to say to people 
that we balanced the budget"; ergo, 
you have not, in my judgment, created 
any kind of national pool of enforced 
savings to meet the future needs of So
cial Security. 

That is the point. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, how do 

we achieve this result-by suggesting 
then that we defeat the balanced budg
et amendment? 

Mr. FORD. We do not. 
Mr. SIMPSON. That is what you have 

been saying; that we can avoid this re
sult by defeating a balanced budget 
amendment. 

Mr. DORGAN. Excellent question. 
Let me tell you exactly how you 
achieve the result. The result is 
achieved specifically by voting for the 
alternative balanced budget amend
ment that we attempted to offer yes
terday that we offered previously, that 
was voted against by the Senator from 
Wyoming, that is this: It is identical in 
every respect to the constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget 
brought to the floor with one excep
tion; that is, section 7. Section 7 says 
you will not count as revenues or ex
penditures the Social Security trust 
fund and Social Security account, 
which means that you would balance 
the budget and say, "All right. Now the 
budget is in balance plus what we have 
is in 2002, or 2005, whatever the year is, 
plus we have $103 billion extra money 
that came in above the balanced budg
et. That is the only way you develop a 
forced pool of national savings. In the 
absence of that, what you ought to do 
is get rid of this payroll tax. If you are 
not going to do what you said you are 
going to do, why should workers and 
business not be paying it? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me ask, Mr. 
President. And I appreciate your cor
recting us and getting the correct 
dates. 

Mr. DORGAN. That was a pretty big 
correction, actually. 

Mr. SIMPSON. It is not a correction. 
Mr. DORGAN. We are not saying that 

the sky is falling. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Not to give too much 

credit, but simply these dates are in
correct, 2020, 2025, 2030--you know 
those facts. I know those facts. 
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Mr. DORGAN. That chart is a fun

damentally improper disclosure of 
what is happening. You would have to 
show substantial green surpluses on 
that same chart. 

Mr. SIMPSON. This is from the So
cial Security Administration, and it is 
listed in their way as to what is going 
to happen to this. This is 2020. There is 
2025. This is 2030. There is 2035, and 
2040. 

Mr. DORGAN. There are four cat
egories of green, and you just skipped 
20-some years of good news to get to 
the bad news. There is bad news. We 
are not disagreeing about that. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me ask a ques
tion. You have used a figure of $60 bil
lion in your debate about surplus? 

Mr. DORGAN. It is $69 billion. 
Mr. SIMPSON. The accumulated sur

plus to date is $496 billion to date. So 
that is rather an incorrect figure. You 
have used the figure. 

Mr. DORGAN. What is incorrect? 
Mr. SIMPSON. The accumulated sur

plus to date in Social Security is $496 
billion, and it is going to go way be
yond those figures in the outyears. It is 
going to go to $1.1 trillion-not $1.2 bil
lion. It is going to go to $2 trillion. 

Mr. DORGAN. We are not having a 
debate; it is a misunderstanding. These 
are not cumulated numbers. These are 
yearly numbers. I said for this year, $69 
billion. When you are saying that is 
wrong, I do not understand. 

Mr. SIMPSON. The cumulated sur
plus in Social Security is $496 billion. 
We need to know that. You have listed 
an annual figure of $60 billion or $69 
billion. The present surplus, cumulated 
surplus, in Social Security today is 
$496 billion headed for maybe S2 trillion 
in the year 2010. Then a precipitous de
cline in accordance with the charts of 
the Social Security Administration. 

Mr. DORGAN. There is no disagree
ment about that. I do not understand 
the point. The point I was making is 
that this year we are collecting regres
sive payroll taxes from workers and 
businesses, because you voted for it 
and I did, believing that it was done to 
collect more than we needed this year 
in order to save it for the future . My 
only point is, if it is used to offset for 
other revenues that we should have 
made, or other expense cuts we should 
have made, then it is not saved. If it is 
not saved, why are we collecting it? 
Why not say to the people, " We will 
not collect it to misuse it; keep in 
yourself' '? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I just 
hope that perhaps somewhere into the 
national debate will come pages 78 and 
79 of this year's 1996 annual report, 
which is so clear that there is no Social 
Security trust fund. There is nothing 
in the way of a pool other than the 
IOU's. These are IOU's, and the entire 
cash, when we sell them, goes to the 
general fund. 

Is that what the Senator means when 
he describes " looting or raiding?" 

Please tell me, because these are two 
terms that have been used by the Sen
ator from North Dakota day after day 
after day, that we are " looting and 
raiding." I want to know what the Sen
ator means when he says " looting or 
raiding." Does " looting or raiding" 
mean that we should not be putting it 
into T bills? Does " looting or raiding" 
mean that we should not see the money 
go into the general fund, as is the law 
of the United States? What is, for this 
Senator " looting or raiding" ? 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me try it again. I 
just refuse to let you win a debate we 
are not having. We are not having a de
bate. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I am trying to inform 
the national citizens as to what is hap
pening here. 

Mr. DORGAN. I understand. Let me 
try to explain it. I will do it again. I 
have done it before. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Could you use the 
term "looting or raiding" and define 
what that is? 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me explain it to 
you. In the year 2002-the Senator from 
Wyoming, I , and others voted to decide 
that we wanted to collect more money 
than is necessary in the year 2002 for 
the funding of the Social Security pro
gram-not a little more; a lot more; 
$103 billion more than is necessary to 
fund that program. We said we want to 
do that because we want to be respon
sible in order to save it for the future. 

It is invested in Treasury bonds. The 
Senator is correct. If he wants to have 
a debate about that, he cannot debate 
that with me because I do not contest 
that. It is invested in Treasury bonds. 
But the $103 billion ought to represent 
in 2002 $103 billion of revenue above a 
balanced budget. And it does not, be
cause the Senator from Wyoming and 
his friends support a budget scheme 
that says we will show up about $108 
billion short in the year 2002, and we 
will use the Social Security trust funds 
to make up the difference. 

If that were in the private sector, 
they would call it looting. But you 
could call it whatever you want to call 
it. Abraham Lincoln said, " Calling a 
horse 's tail a leg doesn't make it a 
leg," but you can describe this however 
one wants to describe it. I simply 
maintain that if you decided and I de
cided we should have a pool of enforced 
national savings to meet the needs of 
the future , that in 2002 you cannot ac
complish that if you have used the 
same money in order to balance the 
general operating budget of the United 
States. That is the point, a very simple 
point. 

I would say to the Senator from Wyo
ming I understand-I have listened pa
tiently-I understand the presentation 
he made. He and I do not disagree on a 
lot of this. The Social Security system 
is now healthy. I disagree, sometimes, 
when I hear the Senator and others 
talk about the " Social Security system 

is going broke.'' In a lot of ways I la
ment that that language is used be
cause it is true that a third of a cen
tury from now it is going to be out of 
money, but that is a third of a century 
from now. 

It is also true we are going to make 
some changes. The fact of the matter 
is, the Senator from Wyoming is a 
leader: he is a leader on this issue. He 
has proposed substantial changes to se
cure the financial well-being of the So
cial Security trust fund. The Congress 
must make changes. But here is the 
situation. He and I do not disagree 
about the circumstances. We have sur
pluses; they will continue to build into 
the two-thousand-teens, after which 
they will diminish. In the year 2029, we 
will be out of money. Adjustments will 
have to be made long before then to 
solve this in the long term. The Sen
ator is absolutely correct about that. 

The disagreement we have is in a 
budgeting scheme that says let us treat 
the Social Security funds as if they are 
no different than any other funds. I 
would say, my colleague has made the 
point, I think, that the Democrats 
have done that and the Republicans 
have done it. The answer is, yes, they 
have. And I have disagreed no matter 
who does it. Now they want to enshrine 
it in the Constitution. That is the dif
ference . 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I want 
to be sure that the American people 
know that this is not a partisan issue. 
So, when we say, " My friends on this 
side of the aisle, '' the friends on this 
side of the aisle joined with a remark
able number of friends on the other 
side of the aisle, a total of 64 of us who 
really think we ought to do something 
with the balanced budget amendment 
and do not feel we are going to do any
thing to the Social Security trust fund , 
because we know we cannot do any
thing to the Social Security trust fund 
because it is all invested and the 
money comes out of the general reve
nue. I guess the debate has to end 
there. Unless-and I am going to come 
back to this question. I would like, 
honestly, an answer. 

I want to know what-if we are going 
to use the term " looting and raiding, " 
the American people, I think, are being 
overly excited by that term. There is 
no need to use a term like " looting and 
raiding, " because we do not loot or 
raid. We are putting it where the law 
requires it to go, and nothing more. So 
to say that it is looted or cut, there 
was never any suggestion that these 
dollars would not have to be raised by 
general revenue in the year 2012, or 
2005. They come from payroll taxes and 
revenue. So we are only arguing about 
how the deficit is measured, not about 
the disposition of Social Security trust 
funds. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question on that? 

Mr. SIMPSON. I think there is no 
reason to portray the balanced budget 
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amendment as a place to talk about 
Social Security trust funds. They do 
not fit. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield 
for one brief question? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes. 
Mr. DORGAN. Is it not the case, 

then, that in the year 2002 the majority 
party's budget plan is either $108 bil
lion in deficit or it is balanced by using 
the $103 billion in Social Security 
funds? Is that not the case? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, there 
was another one, so we get away from 
the partisan aspect if we can. 

Mr. DORGAN. That is not a partisan 
question. I am just asking you. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I heard it that way. 
You know that. But let us look at the 
Chafee-Breaux proposal. 

Mr. DORGAN. Same thing. Same 
thing. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, 46 of 
us, 24 Democrats and 22 Republicans, 
voted for that. I thought that was a 
very responsible thing. And whatever 
you are talking about in the national 
budget, all has to do with balancing or 
not balancing the national budge~v
erything in the stack. 

Mr. DORGAN. But that is not respon
sive to my question. The Chafee
Breaux budget falls short of balancing 
the budget, if you are going to actually 
save the Social Security trust funds. 
And so does President Clinton's budget. 
They are not in balance, just as the 
majority party budget is not in bal
ance. 

So my question is, is there a balance? 
We are using the Social Security trust 
funds improperly, or they are not in 
balance, they fall $108 billion short of 
being in balance. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Whether we call it 
balanced or unbalanced in the year 
2002, whether under the Republican 
plan or President Clinton's plan or 
Chafee-Breaux, Social Security moneys 
will be in exactly the same place. That 
is what I am saying. It will be in the 
form of Treasury bills or notes backed 
by the full faith and credit of the 
United States. So if you want me to 
say it will be balanced, fine. If you 
want me to say it will be unbalanced, 
fine. But the issue is, this will go on 
like "Old Man River, " and all America 
ought to know that. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield 
to one more point? I think we get to 
the point where we disagree. My point 
is the budget that you support, the 
budget the President has offered, and 
others, fall short of balancing the 
budget by the equivalent amount of the 
Social Security surpluses that we de
liberately decided we wanted to receive 
and save. That is the point I made. 

Look, let us finish because I know 
the Senator from Massachusetts is 
waiting, but--

Mr. SIMPSON. If we want to use the 
phrase of " deliberately saved" and so 
on, I have no problem with those 

terms. What I have a lot of problem 
with is the continual reference to 
"looting and raiding," because that is 
not true. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Massachusetts. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today 

is another unfortunate setback for the 
cause of health reform. It appears that 
the opportunity for meaningful reform 
has been lost again. Barring a last
minute change of heart and mind and 
strategy, Senator DOLE will be leaving 
the Senate next Tuesday without exer
cising the leadership needed to make 
even the modest consensus reform in 
the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill a reality. 

I regret very much that "Dr. Dole" is 
prescribing a poison pill for this con
sensus legislation. Medical savings ac
counts do not belong in this legisla
tion. Several reasonable compromises 
on that highly controversial issue have 
been offered and categorically rejected. 
The full-blown MSA proposal de
manded by Republicans is a death sen
tence for this legislation. I intend to 
oppose it as vigorously as possible, and 
if it should even reach President Clin
ton's desk, I am confident he will give 
it the veto it deserves. 

It is clear House Republicans are pur
suing a their way or no way strategy, 
and Senator DOLE has chosen to be a 
part of it. With his departure from the 
Senate next week, the chance for any 
heal th insurance reform this year is 
slim. 

Millions of Americans will suffer un
necessarily because Senator DOLE has 
put gridlock ahead of the needs of the 
25 million working families who would 
benefit from the consensus reform in 
the original bill, before it was poisoned 
by the MSA bill. 

Senator DOLE left the impression 
yesterday that meaningful negotia
tions for an acceptable compromise 
were taking place and that this issue 
was close to being resolved because Re
publicans were open to changes in the 
MSA provisions to accommodate 
Democratic concerns. It now appears, 
however, that the intransigence of the 
House Republicans has prevailed. 

The Kassebaum-Kennedy bill was 
passed 60 to 0 by the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources and 100 to 
0 by the full Senate. The bill was en
tirely noncontroversial, and it makes 
no sense to saddle it with this last
minute killer controversy. If the 
Kassebaum-Kennedy bill were passed 
by Congress today, it would be signed 
by the President tomorrow. 

This bill has had two unanimous bi
partisan votes in the Senate, first in 
committee and again on the Senate 
floor. Yet it is going to die because of 
the Republicans' decision to force it to 
swallow this bitter poison pill. 

Under the Republican plan, medical 
savings accounts could be sold to every 
employee of every business in America 
with more than 50 workers, approxi
mately two-thirds of all workers, more 
than 80 million employees, and within 
a few years, they will be extended to 
everyone else. Some compromise. 

A massive untested right wing health 
idea is being forced on the country. 
Any such massive plan is irresponsible 
and unacceptable. 

Reasonable compromises are pos
sible, but what House Republicans 
want is capitulation, not compromise. 

Not everyone agrees that medical 
savings accounts are a bad idea, but 
surely we should agree that they ought 
to be tested first before being imposed 
full-blown on the American people. 

We all know what is going on. MSA's 
reward a handful of insurance compa
nies that have contributed lavishly to 
Republicans in Congress, and they prof
it handsomely from the worst abuses of 
the current system. 

The Golden Rule Insurance Co., with 
$1.5 million in campaign contributions, 
is the political engine driving this pro
posal. The company does business sell
ing MSA's, and it will profit immensely 
from the Republican plan. Yet, the 
company refuses to share the data on 
its plans with impartial analysts at the 
American Academy of Actuaries and 
other bodies. The company, and its Re
publican allies, are thumbing their 
nose at the public interest and asking 
the American people to buy a pig in a 
poke. 

Why should the taxpayers be asked 
to subsidize such a scheme with bil
lions of dollars in lavish tax breaks 
that will go primarily to the weal thy? 
Medical savings accounts tax the sick 
for the benefit of the healthy and 
wealthy. They discourage preventive 
care by enticing the healthiest Ameri
cans to leave their current broad insur
ance pool. MSA's violate a bedrock 
principle of health insurance: Broad
based coverage to spread the risk of ill
ness among large numbers of citizens 
in order to make insurance premiums 
affordable for those who need health 
care. 

Adoption of MSA's will raise pre
miums for everyone else and threaten 
the very existence of conventional 
health insurance. It will cost the 
Treasury billions of dollars that should 
be used to expand heal th insurance 
coverage or go for deficit reduction. 

They represent a risky and unneces
sary experiment that threatens the 
heal th insurance coverage of every 
American family. It would be reckless 
to include any such full-blown version 
of medical savings accounts in this 
bill. The Senate has already rejected 
this approach, and President Clinton 
will veto any bill that tries to impose 
this untried and dangerous idea on the 
country. 

The Republicans have also refused to 
appoint conferees to a fairly balanced 



13426 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 7, 1996 
conference. Despite repeated requests, 
they refuse to meet with Democrats for 
serious negotiation. They have ignored 
four separate compromises that we 
have offered to allow a fair test of med
ical savings accounts without endan
gering the tens of millions of Ameri
cans who depend on their current in
surance. 

The Kassebaum-Kennedy bill con
tains a number of key consensus re
forms that virtually everyone agrees 
on. It guarantees that no American 
will be denied heal th insurance or be 
saddled with exclusions for preexisting 
conditions because they change their 
job or lose their job or because their 
employer changes insurance compa
nies. It provides help to small busi
nesses that want to join together tone
gotiate lower insurance premiums of 
the kind that only large corporations 
can obtain today. Those reforms de
serve to pass, and they will pass if Sen
ator DOLE relents. 

When Senator DOLE leaves the Sen
ate next week, he can take his health 
insurance with him. Every American 
should have the same right. Many 
times in recent weeks, Senator DOLE 
has said he wants this bill to pass. For 
months, Senator DOLE has criticized 
President Clinton for saying one thing 
and doing another. Senator DOLE 
should look in the mirror this weekend 
and see what he has done. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alabama. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR BOB DOLE 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the po

litical world was stunned a few weeks 
ago when our colleague, Majority Lead
er BOB DOLE, announced his resigna
tion from the U.S. Senate after 36 
years of representing his native State 
of Kansas. In his emotional and moving 
farewell speech, he said he wanted to 
campaign for the Presidency "with 
nothing to fall back on but the judg
ment of the people and nowhere to go 
but the White House or home." 

Senator DOLE was elected to the U.S. 
House of Representatives in 1960. He 
came to the Senate in 1968, where he 
served as the Republican leader for a 
record 11 years. He ran for Vice Presi
dent with President Gerald Ford in 1976 
and ran for the Republican Presidential 
nomination in 1980 and 1988. He has 
been a fixture of our National Govern
ment for 36 years. Regardless of what 
we might think of his decision to give 
up his life's work for an attempt at the 
White House, we all agree that BOB 
DOLE has been an outstanding Senator 
and leader. He is a master legislator. 

Norman Ornstein of the American 
Enterprise Institute has called Senator 
DOLE one of the five most significant 
Senators of the last half of the 20th 
century. That sentiment has been 

echoed by the Brookings Institute 's 
Stephen Hess, who labeled him "some
body who could get things done. " And 
in Washington, especially in the un
wieldy Senate, this is no small com
pliment. 

I have had the pleasure of serving 
with BOB DOLE for nearly 18 years and 
know him to be an excellent legislator 
with an amazing ability to reach solu
tions to difficult and controversial 
issues. He is an honest and forthright 
man of integrity. Had he and the Presi
dent been able to negotiate in good 
faith last fall and winter during the 
heated budget debate, I have no doubt 
they could have reached a solution 
which would have been good for our 
country and our future. Unfortunately, 
the House leadership would not agree 
to such an effort. 

Despite his legislative prowess, his 
major strengths lie in the force of his 
personality and his style. His power 
comes from his knowledge, from hard 
work, from his humor and from his 
strong friendships on both sides of the 
aisle, and from his rare moral author
ity. He does his own work and does not 
delegate much. 

He comes from a humble background, 
the son of a cream and egg station op
erator in Russell, KS. After serving in 
the Army during World War II, where 
he suffered grave and lasting wounds, 
he spent 8 years as a county attorney 
dealing with people from all stations in 
life. He dealt with bankers and country 
club members, but also with garage 
mechanics and feed store clerks. He has 
exhibited a comprehensive understand
ing of America as a leader for the in
terests of the average and disadvan
taged Americans. 

As Senator BOB DOLE-a true giant in 
the history of the Senate-leaves this 
body, he holds so dear, to pursue the 
Nation's highest office, I join my col
leagues in saluting him. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

OFFICE OF PIPELINE SAFETY 
REAUTHORIZATION 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I rise today 
to comment on a recent action by the 
Senate's Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Technology. In a com
pletely bipartisan manner, the reau
thorization for the Office of Pipeline 
Safety (S. 1505) was approved with a 
substitute amendment offered by Sen
ator PRESSLER. The compromise 
amendment language was crafted 
through the leadership of Senators 

PRESSLER and EXON. It was also co
sponsored by Senators STEVENS, 
HUTCHtSON' INOUYE, FORD, BURNS, and 
BREAUX. It is now ready for consider
ation by the full Senate. 

The negotiations involved many, and 
included various offices within the De
partment of Transportation. The major 
trade organizations ranging from the 
American Gas Association, the Inter
state Natural Gas Association of Amer
ica, the American Petroleum Institute, 
the American Public Gas Association, 
to the Association of Oil Pipe Lines 
participated as well. Valuable Assist
ance was also received from the dedi
cated staff of the Congressional Re
search Service. Input was also received 
from state and environmental groups 
like the National Association of Pipe
line Safety Representatives, the Natu
ral Resource Defense Council , and the 
Environmental Defense Fund. The ne
gotiations were both challenging and 
productive. I want to compliment the 
staff from the Department of Transpor
tation for their constructive and col
laborative participation. 

The major stakeholders are all in 
agreement-the substitute amendment 
is sound public policy. And this week 
the Commerce Committee also spoke 
when it unanimously approved the sub
stitute. Senator PRESSLER has pro
duced a real consensus which respects 
the interests and concerns of all the 
stakeholders and furthers the safety of 
America's interstate natural gas lines. 

The natural gas industry is impor
tant to America and I want to share 
with my colleagues just a few statistics 
to explain why the full Senate needs to 
act on this legislation; First, 160 mil
lion Americans Ii ve in gas heated 
buildings; second, $10 billion is spent 
annually by America's gas industry for 
construction that uses enough pipe to 
almost circle the globe; third, Ameri
ca's natural gas system consists of over 
1.2 million miles of pipe or enough to 
circle the earth 48 times; and fourth, 
there are over 600,000 Americans work
ing in all aspects of this industry. The 
numbers speak for themselves-the 
natural gas industry is big business. It 
impacts many, and it has a huge pres
ence in America. 

I want to be clear; this legislation 
will codify a limited and targeted risk 
assessment, cost-benefit regulatory ap
proach. It is consistent with both the 
Administration's principles and the 
goals of Congress. The bill's approach 
is a practical and responsible arrange
ment and is fully supported by the Of
fice of Pipeline Safety. This legislation 
will also permit demonstration 
projects where flexibility from the one
size-fits-all mentality is permitted in a 
way which mandates that safety and 
environmental concerns must equal or 
exceed existing standards. It opens ave
nues for creativity, but demands strict 
accountability. This legislation will 
fund the Office of Pipeline Safety into 
the next century. 
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In response to past criticism, I also 

want to be clear; this bill does not 
alter the basic statutory structure for 
the Federal Government's oversight of 
the interstate industry. The new steps 
in the regulatory process will cause 
neither undue delay nor excessive 
costs. In fact, they are designed to pro
vide better tools and management indi
cators for informed rulemaking in the 
future. This front end analysis will 
make government oversight more ef
fective and efficient. Also the Sec
retary of Transportation has specific 
authority to ensure that the dem
onstration projects maintain existing 
safety standards. And finally, the new 
funding levels reflect the amounts stat
ed by administration officials during 
the Commerce Committee's hearing. 

This bill recognizes that new ap
proaches to pipeline safety are possible 
without jeopardizing either the public's 
safety or the environment. It allows 
sound and the most up-to-date science, 
as well as common sense and flexibility 
when standards are established. More 
importantly, the process codified in 
this bill will be accomplished by build
ing cooperative consensus through real 
consultation with all affected parties 
to avoid lengthy wasteful litigation. 

The bottom line displayed by the 
modified bill, through the good work of 
Senators PRESSLER, EXON, HUTCHISON, 
and BREAUX, is that government and 
industry can produce a genuine natural 
gas partnership that is good for all 
Americans. I eagerly look forward to 
seeing this bipartisan consensus bill 
considered by the full Senate as soon 
as possible. 

Let me conclude by saying safety on 
America's interstate natural gas pipe
lines will be enhanced by this legisla
tion. I also want to underscore that en
vironmental protection along Ameri
ca's pipeline right-of-ways will also be 
enhanced. 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 

close of business Thursday, June 6, 
1996, the Federal debt stood at 
$5,139,284,273,926. 72. 

On a per ca pi ta basis, every man, 
woman, and child in America owes 
$19,392.31 as his or her share of that 
debt. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 10:55 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3562. An act to authorize the State of 
Wisconsin to implement the demonstration 
project known as "Wisconsin Works." 

The message announced that pursu
ant to the prov1s10ns of section 
389(d)(2) of Public Law 104-127, the 

Speaker appoints the following as 
members from private life on the part 
of the House to the Water Rights Task 
Force: Mr. Robert S. Lynch of Phoenix, 
AZ, and Mr. Bennett W. Raley of Den
ver, CO. 

MEASURE REFERRED 
The following bill, previously re

ceived from the House of Representa
tives for the concurrence of the Senate, 
was read the first and second times by 
unanimous consent and referred as in
dicated: 

H.R. 2160. An act to authorize appropria
tions to carry out the Interjurisdictional 
Fisheries Act of 1986 and the Anadromous 
Fish Conservation Act; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following measure, previously re
ceived from the House of Representa
tives for the concurrence of the Senate, 
was read the first and second times by 
unanimous consent and placed on the 
calendar: 

H.R. 3235. An act to amend the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978, to extend the au
thorization of appropriations for the Office 
of Government Ethics for three years, and 
for other purposes. 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST TIME 
The following bill was read the first 

time: 
H.R. 3120. An act to amend title 18, United 

States Code, with respect to witness retalia
tion, witness tampering, and jury tampering. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memori

als were laid before the Senate and 
were ref erred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-574. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the Fourth Olbiil Era Kelulau; 
ordered to lie on the table. 

"H.J. RES. NO. 4-112-14 
"Whereas, the late U.S. Commerce Sec

retary Ronald H. Brown was born in Wash
ington, D.C. on August l, 1941; and 

"Whereas, the late Commerce Secretary 
Brown was married to Alma Arrington and 
had two children, Tracey and Michael; and 

"Whereas, in 1962, the late Commerce Sec
retary Brown received a Bachelor of Arts de
gree from Middlebury College in Vermont; 
and 

"Whereas, from 1963 to 1967, the late Com
merce Secretary Brown served in the U.S. 
Army as a Captain; and 

"Whereas, in 1970, the late Commerce Sec
retary Brown received a Juris Doctor degree 
from St. John's University School of Law in 
New York; and 

"Whereas, in 1972, the late Commerce Sec
retary Brown taught Community and Pov
erty law as a visiting professor at the State 
University of New York; and 

"Whereas, from 1976 to 1979, the late Com
merce Secretary Brown worked as the legis-

lative chairman of the Leadership Con
ference on Civil Rights; and 

"Whereas, in 1980, the late Commerce Sec
retary Brown became the chief counsel to 
the U.S. Senate Committee on the Judiciary; 
and 

"Whereas, in 1981, the late Commerce Sec
retary Brown became a partner in the Wash
ington, D.C. law firm of Patton, Boggs and 
Blow; and 

"Whereas, in 1988, the late Commerce Sec
retary Brown acted as the senior political 
advisor to the Dukakis-Bentsen Campaign 
for President; and 

"Whereas, in 1989, the late Commerce Sec
retary Brown became Chairman of the Exec
utive Committee of the Democratic National 
Party; and 

Whereas, in 1993, after these years of dis
tinguished service to the United States of 
America, to the Democratic National Party, 
and to his community, Ronald H. Brown was 
appointed by United States President Bill 
Clinton to be Secretary of Commerce; and 

Whereas, the late Commerce Secretary 
Brown achieved the utmost respect as a 
member of President Clinton's cabinet; and 

Whereas, the people of Palau are deeply 
saddened by the unfortunate and untimely 
death of the late Commerce Secretary 
Brown; now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Delegates of 
the Fourth Olbiil Era Kelulau, Fourteenth 
Regular Session, April 1996, the Senate con
curring, hereby expresses condolences to the 
family, relatives and colleagues of the late 
United States Secertary of Commerce Ron
ald H. Brown for his tragic and untimely 
death; and be it 

Further resolved, That certified copies of 
this joint resolution be transmitted to 
Charge d'Affairs Richard Watkins, the Presi
dent of the Republic of Palau, and the 
Speaker of the House of Delegates and the 
President of the Senate of the Fourth Olbiil 
Era Kelulau. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 1851. A bill to convey certain Public 

lands in the State of Alaska to the Univer
sity of Alaska, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON: 
S. 1852. A bill to bar class action lawsuits 

against Department of Energy contractors 
for nonphysical injuries, to bar the award of 
punitive damages against Department of En
ergy contractors for incidents occurring be
fore August 20, 1988, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 1851. A bill to convey certain Pub

lic Lands in the State of Alaska to the 
University of Alaska, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA LAND GRANT ACT 

• Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
today I introduce legislation in support 
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of higher education in the State of 
Alaska. 

Mr. President, the University of 
Alaska is a land-grant college without 
the land. In 1915, Congress reserved for 
Alaska's land-grant institution poten
tially more than 250,000 acres in the 
Tanana Valley, proceeds from the sale 
and development of which-like other 
land grant institutions-would help fi
nance the operation of the school. 
Under the terms of the measure, writ
ten by Delegate James Wickersham, 
the college was to receive surveyed and 
unclaimed Section 33 in an area of 
about 14,000 square miles between Fair
banks, AK in the north and the foot
hills of the Alaska Range in the south, 
this was in addition to the main cam
pus of about 2,250 acres 4 miles from 
Fairbanks. 

However, this large Tanana Valley 
land grant never materialized. For dec
ades, almost all of the land in the 
Tanana Valley (like the rest of Alaska) 
remained unsurveyed and therefore un
available. As late as the 1950s, only 0.6 
percent of Alaska had been properly 
surveyed under the standard rectangu
lar system, and a territorial report 
concluded that at the speed Alaska was 
being surveyed, it could take as long as 
43,510 years to complete the job. Due 
primarily to this incredibly slow pace 
of Federal land surveys, Alaska's land 
grant institution received only a frac
tion of the land Congress reserved for 
it in 1915; in addition to its 2,250 acre 
campus, the University of Alaska re
ceived less than 9,000 acres out of a res
ervation created for it totaling ap
proximately 268,000 acres. 

To partially remedy the situation, 
Congress granted an additional 100,000 
acres to Alaska's land grant college in 
1929, but even with this additional 
grant, the total was less than half of 
the original acreage authorized in 1915. 

Further efforts to increase the size of 
Alaska's higher education Federal land 
grant were made from the 1930s 
through the 1950s. Several bills were 
submitted to Congress that would have 
reserved up to 10 million acres for Alas
ka's land grant college, but strong op
position, primarily from the Depart
ment of the Interior, doomed the ef
fort. 

Traditionally, the size of land grants 
were most often determined by a 
State's population, not by its area. 
Nevertheless, some of the last western 
States were given generous grants de
spite their sparse populations. For in
stance, Oklahoma and New Mexico 
each received about 1 million acres to 
support higher education. Alaska re
ceived less land specifically dedicated 
for the support of higher education 
than all but one of the contiguous 
States. Among the 48 States which had 
received Federal land or land scrip to 
establish land grant colleges, mining 
schools, teachers' colleges, and state 
universities, only Delaware received 

fewer acres than Alaska. Thus, after 
statehood, Alaska in 1959 was in an 
anomalous position. While the State 
had received more land and a greater 
percentage of land from the Federal 
Government than any other western 
State, it ranked next to the bottom of 
the list in the amount of Federal land 
it had received for higher education. 

Over the next 15 years, controversies 
regarding Alaska land matters contin
ued to boil, as the public domain in 
Alaska was carved up for the first 
time. In 1971, Congress passed the Alas
ka Native Claims Settlement Act, re
serving 44 million acres for Alaska Na
tives and opening the way for the con
struction of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline. 
The pipeline marked the start of a na
tional conservation battle in the 1970s 
over the future of Alaska's lands, 
which culminated in 1980 with the pas
sage of the Alaska National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act, a measure 
which added 104 million acres to the 
State's conservation systems. 

Now, with many of the major Alaska 
land issues of the 1970s and 1980s set
tled, supporters of the University of 
Alaska have encouraged State and Fed
eral officials to reexamine the question 
of the university's land grant and con
sider granting the school additional 
lands in order for it to "achieve par
ity" with higher educational systems 
in other States. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today would achieve this. It would 
grant the University up to 350,000 acres 
of Federal land. It would do this on a 
matching basis with the State of Alas
ka for up to a total of 700,000 acres split 
equally between the state and Federal 
Government. In other words if Alaska 
were to grant the University 200,000 
acres of State land, the Federal Gov
ernment would grant them to 200,000 
acres. 

I believe this is a fair settlement to 
this issue. It addresses some of the 
needs of higher education in my State 
of Alaska and allows the State and the 
Federal government to participate in 
the fix equally.• 

By Mr. JOHNSTON: 
S. 1852. A bill to bar class action law

suits against Department of Energy 
contractors for nonphysical injuries, to 
bar the award of punitive damages 
against Department of Energy contrac
tors for incidents occurring before Au
gust 20, 1988, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY CLASS ACTION 
LAWSUIT ACT 

• Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, over 
the past 6 months, the Subcommittee 
on Oversight and Investigations of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources has, under the able direction of 
Senator THOMAS, conducted an inves
tigation into the management and cost 
of class action lawsuits against the 

contractors that operated the Depart
ment of Energy's nuclear weapon 
plants. · 

Senator THOMAS' investigation un
covered a serious abuse of the legal 
system that is costing the taxpayers 
tens of millions of dollars in lawyer's 
fees each year and could result in hun
dreds of millions of dollars in judg
ments or settlements even though 
there is no evidence and, in most cases, 
no claim that anyone was physically 
harmed by the operation of these 
plants. 

The problem results from the pecu
liar legal circumstances under which 
these cases are brought. Normally, peo
ple suing the government for injury 
must bring their suits under the Fed
eral Tort Claims Act, which affords the 
taxpayers certain protections. Courts 
cannot award punitive damages against 
the Government. Suits must be ground
ed on specific claims of wrongdoing, 
not generalized grievances. The Gov
ernment cannot be subjected to a jury 
trial or held liable for actions stem
ming from discretionary policy deci
sions made by Congress or Executive 
Branch officials. 

None of the protections of the Fed
eral Tort Claims Act applies in these 
cases because the suits are not brought 
against the Government itself, but 
against its contractors. Yet, under the 
Price-Anderson Act, the Government 
indemnifies the contractors against 
any liability or legal costs arising out 
of the operation of the Department of 
Energy's nuclear weapons complex. 
The contractors defend the suits, with
out the benefit of the Government's 
normal protections, but the Govern
ment pays all the bills. 

In sum, we have divorced the power 
to defend these suits, which rests with 
the contractors, from the obligation to 
pay, which remains with the Govern
ment. The Government is the real 
party in interest in these cases, but it 
has been stripped of all of the legal pro
tections it has in other cases. 

Today, I am introducing legislation 
to correct this problem. My bill is 
quite simple. It does three things. 

First, it prevents lawyers maintain
ing class action lawsuits against the 
nuclear weapons contractors for non
physical injuries. Individual claims for 
nonphysical injuring could still be pur
sued. Class action suits could still be 
maintained for physical injuries. But 
class actions could not be maintained 
for nonphysical injuries. 

Second, the bill makes the medical 
monitoring regime established under 
Superfund the exclusive source of med
ical monitoring for these cases. The 
pending cases ask the courts to set up 
medical monitoring programs costing 
tens of millions of dollars for tens of 
thousands of people near these plants. 
The bill would require the courts to 
make use of the existing institution in
stead of creating multiple and redun
dant new ones. 
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Third, it bars punitive damages 

where the government would have to 
pay them. The Federal Tort Claims Act 
does this already for suits against the 
government itself. We thought we were 
doing this under the Price-Anderson 
Act when we amended it in 1988, but 
the 1988 amendments only applied to 
incidents occurring on or after August 
20, 1988, and the pending cases are 
based on occurrences prior to that 
date. This amendment extends the 1988 
prohibition to apply to incidents occur
ring before 1988. 

These three reforms are the mini
mum that is needed to address the cur
rent problem. Indeed, some might say 
they do not go far enough. These re
forms strike a fair balance that will en
sure that anyone who is in fact injured 
by the operation of the nation's nu
clear weapons complex will be com
pensated. At the same time, they close 
the loophole in the current law that 
has allowed a few lawyers to raid the 
U.S. Treasury on the flimsiest of 
claims. 

I urge all Senators to join me in sup
porting this measure and ask unani
mous consent that the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1852 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Department 
of Energy Class Action Lawsuit Act". 
SEC. 2. CLASS ACTIONS. 

Section l 70n. of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2210(n)) is amended by adding 
after paragraph (3) the following: 

"(4)(A) An action may not be maintained 
as a class action under Rule 23 of the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure against any person 
indemnified by the United States under sec
tion 170d. with respect to any claim for a 
nonphysical injury that arises from a nu
clear incident or precautionary evacuation 
regardless of when it occurred. 

"(B) For purposes of this paragraph, "non
physical injury" includes-

"(i) emotional distress and any mental or 
emotional harm (such as fright or anxiety) 
that is not directly brought about by a phys
ical injury even though it may manifest 
itself in physical symptoms; and 

"(C) For purposes of this paragraph and 
paragraph (5), the term "person indemnified 
by the United States under section l 70d." 
means any person indemnified by the United 
States-

"(i) under section l 70d.; or 
"(ii) under any other authority that obli

gates the United States to make payments 
relating to a nuclear incident or precaution
ary evacuation that arises from activities 
conducted under contract with the Depart
ment of Energy or any of its predecessor 
agencies. " 
SEC. 3. MEDICAL MONITORING. 

Section 170n. of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2210(n)) is further amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

"(5)(A) Except in the case of an extraor
dinary nuclear occurrence, medical monitor-

ing provided by the Agency for Toxic sub
stances and Disease Registry under section 
104(i) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(42 U.S.C. 9604(1)) shall be the exclusive rem
edy for any claim for medical monitoring in 
a public liability action against a person in
demnified by the United States under section 
170d. No court may grant a remedy for a 
claim for medical monitoring in a public li
ability action except in the case of an ex
traordinary nuclear occurrence or as pro
vided in section 310(a)(2) of the Comprehen
sive Environmental Response, Compensa
tion, and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. 9659(a)(2)). 

"(B) For purposes of this paragraph, "med
ical monitoring" includes any medical 
screening, testing, or surveillance program 
intended to detect, study, prevent, or treat 
bodily injury, sickness, disease, or death 
that may arise from a nuclear incident or 
precautionary evacuation.". 
SEC. 4. PUNITIVE DAMAGES. 

Section l 70s. Of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2210(s)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(s.) LIMITATION ON PUNITIVE DAMAGES.
No court may award punitive damages in 
any action with respect to a nuclear incident 
or precautionary evacuation against a per
son on behalf of whom the United States is 
obligated to make payments under any 
agreement of indemnification covering the 
incident or evacuation, regardless of-

"(A) when the incident or evacuation oc
curred; or 

"(B) whether the agreement of indem
nification was entered into under this Act or 
under any other authority.". 
SEC. 5. ACTIONS COVERED. 

The provisions of this Act shall apply to 
any public liability action (as defined in sec
tion llhh. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 
(42 U.S.C. 2014(hh)) that is pending on the 
date of the enactment of this Act or com
menced on or after such date.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S.684 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. SMITH] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 684, a bill to amend the 
Public Heal th Service Act to provide 
for programs of research regarding Par
kinson's disease, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 949 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
949, a bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in com
memoration of the 200th anniversary of 
the death of George Washington. 

s. 1437 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1437, A bill to provide for 
an increase in funding for the conduct 
and support of diabetes-related re
search by the National Institutes of 
Health. 

s. 1452 

At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
KYL] was added as a cosponsor of S. 

1452, a bill to establish procedures to 
provide for a taxpayer protection lock
box and related downward adjustment 
of discretionary spending limits and to 
provide for additional deficit reduction 
with funds resulting from the stimula
tive effect of revenue reductions. 

s. 1477 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. INHOFE] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1477, a bill to amend the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
and the Public Health Service Act to 
improve the regulation of food, drugs, 
devices, and biological products, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 1632 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1632, a bill to prohibit persons 
convicted of a crime involving domes
tic violence from owning or possessing 
firearms, and for other purposes. 

s. 1641 

At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1641, a bill to repeal the consent of 
Congress to the Northeast Interstate 
Dairy Compact, and for other purposes. 

s. 1755 

At the request of Mr. DOMENIC!, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1755, a bill to amend the Federal Ag
riculture Improvement and Reform Act 
of 1996 to provide that assistance shall 
be available under the noninsured crop 
assistance program for native pasture 
for livestock, and for other purposes. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

RECOGNITION OF NORTHERN 
TELECOM FOR RECEIVING THE 
CORPORATE CITIZENSHIP AWARD 

• Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize and congratu
late a distinguished corporate citizen 
of my home State of Texas. As you 
may know, Northern Telecom [Nortel], 
a telecommunications equipment man
ufacturer based in Richardson, TX, re
cently received the first annual Cor
porate Citizenship Award from the 
Committee on Economic Development 
[CED]. 

The CED is an independent, non
partisan educational research organiza
tion of 250 top business, leaders, econo
mists, and university presidents. CED 
represents no single industry or special 
interest group, nor does it lobby. For 
more than 50 years, CED's rec
ommendations have played a major, 
often decisive, role in critical policy 
areas such as American competitive
ness, government and business manage
ment, energy security, education, and 
job creation. The CED's Corporate Citi
zenship Award was created to salute 
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those companies that have dem
onstrated both an active involvement 
in the policy dialog and a carefully 
considered commitment to the commu
nities in which they operate and soci
ety at large. 

Nortel received the award in recogni
tion of the principles of corporate and 
civic responsibility that have guided 
the company throughout its 100-year 
history. The award cited Nortel's in
vestment in research and development, 
the training and education of its work
ers, the quality of its management, as 
well as the company's strong and ongo
ing commitment to education, the 
preservation of the arts and culture, 
and community service. 

With over 5,000 employees, Nortel is a 
global telecommunications leader. It is 
with much pride, Mr. President, that I 
urge my colleagues to join me today in 
congratulating the Nortel family on 
this much-deserved distinction.• 

1997 BUDGET RESOLUTION VOTES 
•Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to thank 
my colleagues for their support of the 
Kerry-Simpson-Nunn-Brown-Robb 
long-term entitlements amendment. 
My colleagues and I were a mere 14 
votes away from passing legislation to 
begin the process of changing our enti
tlement laws. The support for this type 
of long-term reform is unprecedented, 
due in no small measure to our persist
ence on this matter. 

I am particularly gratified because 
the reforms we advocated did not sim
ply tinker around the edges of our 
budgetary dilemmas. Our adjustment 
to the Consumer Price Index would 
have saved the country $126 billion 
over 7 years; the phasing in of the 
Medicare eligibility age to 70 would 
eventually, by 2030, in 1 year alone save 
$41.1 billion in 1996 dollars; and our pro
vision would have given more than 120 
million working Americans the chance 
to start accumulating their own wealth 
through personal investment plans. 

Mr. President, the fiscal imbalance of 
entitlements versus discretionary 
spending threatens our implicit 
intergenerational compact to leave a 
prosperous and growing economy to 
the next generation of Americans. The 
great demographic shift that will occur 
over the next 20 or 30 years-when the 
baby boom generation reaches retire
ment age-will largely shape our Na
tion's future. Accordingly, these 
changes must be met with new assump
tions, different rules, and a fresh per
spective. 

That is what my colleagues and I of
fered. With growing support from both 
sides of the aisle and increased public 
awareness, perhaps soon we will get the 
votes we need to pass long-term enti
tlement reform. So, I am encouraged. 

Accordingly, I would also like to 
briefly comment on other amendments 

offered to the budget resolution which 
I chose to vote against. 

Several amendments were offered to 
the Republican budget resolution to re
store funding to education, Medicaid, 
and the environment. While I agreed 
that the spending cuts to these pro
grams in the budget resolution, par
ticularly education, were severe and 
counterproductive-I could not vote for 
the add back amendments as they were 
written. In order to balance the budget 
and according to budget rules, amend
ments which add money back to pro
grams in the budget resolution must be 
offset by cuts in other areas of Govern
ment spending. Each of the add back 
amendments I voted against used un
specified cuts to corporate welfare to 
pay for them. I realize that this might 
look like a good idea to the average 
citizen-cuts to corporations to fund 
education-but it's not always that 
simple. 

"Corporate welfare" can be a very 
loosely defined and overused term. The 
reality is that most of us support-and 
more importantly benefit from-some
thing that someone could call cor
porate welfare. The home mortgage de
duction is a prime example. Some peo
ple would say it qualifies as corporate 
welfare for the real estate industry. 
However, if Congress ended the pro
gram today, we would hear the furious 
cry of the people claiming that we had 
increased their taxes. The self-em
ployed health insurance deduction is 
another example. So is the research 
and development tax credit-and the 
list goes on. These obviously were not 
the programs my colleagues had in 
mind. But I felt I needed a better sense 
of what they did have in mind before I 
joined them in support of these amend
ments. 

Please do not misunderstand, I be
lieve there are many places where Gov
ernment can cut back on spending-in
cluding unfair tax breaks for corpora
tions. But we cannot use cuts to cor
porate welfare as a panacea to cure all 
our budget ills. I believe we must ex
amine each program for its merits be
fore deciding to eliminate it. Had the 
add-back amendments in the budget 
resolution been more specific on which 
items were to be used as offsets, my 
votes may have been cast quite dif
ferently. 

Moreover, as I mentioned earlier, the 
most responsible way to solve our 
budget problems is not to tinker on the 
edges, cutting slices from corporate 
welfare or discretionary spending. We 
must address the unsustainable growth 
of entitlement spending if we want to 
bring our budget into long-term bal
ance. The support for our long-term en
titlement amendment was an impor
tant first step to getting us there.• 

SMALL BUSINESS WEEK 

which we honor and express our appre
ciation for the men and women who, by 
dint of hard work and risktaking, help 
keep the American economy going 
strong and create jobs for millions of 
their fellow citizens. 

The life of a small business owner is 
not easy: Long hours, uncertain fi
nances, competition, the very real 
chance of failure. Add to these burdens 
Federal taxes and regulations, and you 
have a rough road indeed. Many small 
business people will tell you that the 
Federal tax and regulatory burden is 
an obstacle to growth, and that the 
Federal Government's excessive inter
ference poses a threat not only to their 
growth, but in some cases to their very 
survival. It's time the Government got 
off the backs of small businesses, and 
stopped throwing obstacles in the way 
of their success. 

Because small businesses are so vital 
to our economy, and because so many 
American workers benefit from em
ployment in small businesses, Congress 
is working to relieve some of the tax 
and regulatory burdens on small busi
ness owners so that they may be free to 
grow, create jobs, and contribute even 
more to the economy. 

We've done quite a bit, passing-and 
making law-15 bills that included 
measures endorsed by last year's White 
House Conference on Small Business. 
Unfortunately, eight bills that con
tained important small business relief 
have been vetoed by President Clinton. 

Yes, that's right-eight bills that in
cluded recommendations from the 
White House Conference on Small Busi
ness were vetoed by the current occu
pant of the White House, President 
Clinton. Those eight measures, which 
would have been of tremendous help to 
small business men and women were: 
An estate tax reduction, health care re
form, pension reform, legal reform, a 
health deduction for the self-employed, 
an expensing provision, broad-based 
capital gains reform, and small busi
ness investment via capital gains re
form. Last year, at the conference, the 
President expressed strong support for 
these measures and led us to believe 
that he wanted to relieve some of the 
burdens on our Nation's entrepreneurs. 

Well, as we know from past experi
ence, you can't always rely on what the 
President says he's going to do. I cer
tainly hope this Small Business Week 
will jog his memory as to the promises 
he made last year, and that he will 
work with Congress as we continue in 
our efforts to ease the burdens on small 
businesses.• 

CONGRATULATING WEST 
DELPHIA CATHOLIC 
SCHOOL 

PHILA
HIGH 

• Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this • Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, 
week is Small Business Week, during today I call attention to a very special 



June 7, 1996 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 13431 
honor bestowed upon the West Phila
delphia Catholic High School of Phila
delphia, PA. West Philadelphia Catho
lic High School is among 266 secondary 
schools to be selected as a Blue Ribbon 
School of Excellence. The U.S. Depart
ment of Education's Blue Ribbon 
School of Excellence Program nation
ally recognizes public and private 
schools that are effective in meeting 
local, State, and national goals and in 
educating their students. 

Mr. President, I would like to con
gratulate West Philadelphia Catholic 
High School on this distinguished 
achievement. I am also proud to say 
that the West Philadelphia Catholic 
High School is a two-time winner of 
this prestigious honor and is the only 
Archdiocesan school to have received 
this award. As the U.S. Department of 
Education notes, these Blue Ribbon 
Schools are not only centers of edu
cational excellence in their commu
nities, but are often visited by edu
cators from across the country who 
study their success. 

The West Philadelphia Catholic High 
School is a Blue Ribbon Award winner 
because of the hard work of its stu
dents, the continued support of parents 
and graduates, and the dedication of its 
faculty and administration. This hard 
work and dedication to excellence can 
also be seen in the high number of 
graduating students who pursue higher 
education. 

Again Mr. President, the Blue Ribbon 
Award is an honor to the students, fac
ulty, and administration of the West 
Philadelphia Catholic High School as 
well as the city of Philadelphia. At this 
time I would like to extend my best 
wishes to West Philadelphia Catholic 
High School and congratulate this aca
demic community on a job well done.• 

BICENTENNIAL CELEBRATION OF 
MONTAUK POINT LIGHTHOUSE 

• Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 
the seventh day of June, 1796, the 
founding block of sandstone was placed 
at the base of the Montauk Point 
Lighthouse on the eastern tip of Long 
Island. Two hundred years of Atlantic 
breakers have worn away more than 
half of the land that once separated the 
great black and white striped tower 
from the ocean; however, this steady 
beacon continues to welcome seafarers 
from near and far and guides them 
around the point, safely to shore. 

On April 12, 1792, President George 
Washington signed into law the con
gressional authorization for the con
struction of the Montauk Point Light
house. On March 2, 1793, a sum of 
$20,000 was appropriated for the 
project. Unbiased in its service to the 
vessels of the sea, the lighthouse was 
the first to be constructed in New York 
State at full Federal expense, and it re
mains a shining beacon of the best of 
what we can do as a nation. 

From the top of the lighthouse 
tower, one can see Long Island, Con
necticut, Rhode Island and Block Is
land. This range of sight proved bene
ficial during World War II, when spot
ters from the tower would coordinate 
the 16" cannons located in the battery 
at Fort Her~SOO meters to the west. 
Throughout the war, the lighthouse 
was operated by the Army Signal Corps 
and established itself as a crucial part 
of the eastern coastal defensive shield. 

Though its construction was signifi
cantly altered only once, the light
house has changed with the times. 
Originally it burned whale oil, housed a 
lightkeeper, and could be seen from but 
a few miles from its source. Today the 
lighthouse runs on an automated sys
tem, and can be seen at a distance of 19 
nautical miles. In addition, it forms 
part of a satelite-based global position
ing system. 

This year the Montauk Point Light
house Museum will welcome its 1 mil
lionth visitor by land. On behalf of 
those who pass both by land and by sea, 
I would like to thank the Montauk His
torical Society and the Coast Guard for 
their dutiful service to the light, and I 
am delighted to celebrate the Bicen
tennial of the Montauk Lighthouse.• 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME-H.R. 3120 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I inquire of 
the Chair if H.R. 3120 has arrived from 
the House of Representatives? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, it 
has. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask for 
its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 3120) to amend title 18, United 
States Code, with respect to witness retalia
tion, witness tampering and jury tampering. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I now ask 
for its second reading, and I object on 
behalf of the Democratic leadership. I 
understand they have some concerns 
with it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob
jection is heard. 

Mr. LOTT. Will the bill remain at the 
desk to be read a second time following 
the next adjournment of the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

HEALTH INSURANCE REFORM 
Mr. LOTT. Before I go to the closing 

script, I want to comment briefly on 
what I understand is happening with 
the health insurance reform package. I 
understand that discussions are con
tinuing. I have the impression that 
very good progress is being made. I am 
hopeful, as I know the distinguished 
majority leader is, that agreement can 
be reached and that this legislation can 
be taken up early next week. 

Yet I was amused to hear the Senator 
from Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY, 
a few moments ago, complaining loud
ly, vociferously about how not enough 
was being done. Actually, what he is 
complaining about is the way it is 
being done to come to an agreement. It 
was amusing to me because he was 
complaining about how there were 
meetings going on and they were not 
being informed or kept advised, yet he 
immediately started talking about ex
actly what is being discussed. He 
knows every detail. I know he is in
volved and staff is involved. 

Senator KASSEBAUM, the Senator 
from Kansas, who coauthored this leg
islation with the Senator from Massa
chusetts, is keeping him informed. 
Really, he protests too much. He says 
they are not involved, yet he knows 
every detail immediately. When we get 
close to an agreement he does not like, 
he runs to the floor and says, "My 
goodness." Then he continues to com
plain that members of the minority are 
not involved in discussions. Yet every 
time we have tried to get conferees ap
pointed, the Democrats have objected. 
I tried it yesterday. That way Senator 
KENNEDY, Senator PELL, Senator MOY
Nll!AN, Senator BIDEN or others would 
be involved, sitting down in a room dis
cussing the solution. The reason they 
are not directly, formally involved is 
because Senator KENNEDY and other 
Democrats have objected to the ap
pointment of conferees. 

We are never going to bring this to a 
conclusion if we cannot get over the 
hurdle of at least appointing conferees. 
What they really want is an agreement 
first. Once we get it all worked out, 
they will have conferees. I think that 
is a little bit of a perversion of how the 
system usually has worked and how it 
should work. 

What Senator KENNEDY is complain
ing about with regard to the distin
guished majority leader is that the ma
jority leader may have a little dif
ferent view of some of the comments. 
So the inference is if Senator DOLE 
does not agree to what Senator KEN
NEDY wants, then it is hopeless. That is 
not the way it works. A lot of progress 
has been made. A lot of concessions 
have been made by the House to the 
Senate and some from the Senate to 
the House. The big objection is medical 
savings accounts. There are solutions 
there. There are compromises that are 
within reach. 

It is a question of choice. Will our 
people, some day-some day-have a 
chance to decide if maybe they want to 
put their money in medical IRA's? Sen
ator KENNEDY wants to block that. 
Even the President has indicated along 
the way over the last year that he 
would be willing to go with some form 
of agreement on medical savings ac
counts. Maybe not what they are talk
ing about now, but on a pilot basis, 
some form. This is an idea we ought to 
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try. I hope the conferees or the people 
who are talking about it, since they 
will not let us appoint conferees, are 
getting close to an agreement. I believe 
they are. It is encouraging. I look for
ward to our having a chance to take 
that up next week. 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, JUNE 10, 
1996 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until the hour of 12 
noon on Monday June 10; further, that 
immediately following the prayer, the 
Journal of proceedings be deemed ap
proved to date, no resolutions come 
over under the rule, the call of the cal
endar be dispensed with, the morning 
hour be deemed to have expired, and 
the time for the two leaders be re
served for their use later in the day. 

I further ask that there then be a pe
riod for the transaction of morning 
business with Senators to speak for up 
to 5 minutes, with Senators to be rec-

ognized as follows: Senator HOLLINGS 
for up to 30 minutes, Senator DOMENIC! 
to be in control of time from 1 o'clock 
to 3:30, Senator DASCHLE or his des
ignee in control of time from 3:30 until 
4:30, Senator COVERDELL or his des
ignee in control of time from 4:30 to 
5:30. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. LOTT. For the information of all 

Senators, on Monday it is expected 
that during morning business the Sen
ate will debate the budget resolution 
conference report. It is hoped that any 
Senator who desires to speak in regard 
to the budget conference report will do 
so during Monday's session of the Sen
ate. This would enable the Senate to 
yield back some of the statutory time 
limitation on Tuesday and allow for a 
vote on the conference report during 
Tuesday's session of the Senate. This is 
a measured step in the right direction. 
I am glad that conference report has 

been agreed to and we can take it up 
early next week. Rollcall votes are pos
sible during Monday's session of the 
Senate, and the Senate may be asked 
to turn to any legislative items that 
can be cleared. 

I am sure in the opening session and 
opening script on Monday we will have 
additional information about the 
schedule during the day of Tuesday and 
Wednesday. I think we are pretty close 
to getting an understanding of what 
that might be. I know the majority 
leader will make that available to the 
Members early next week. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 12 NOON 
MONDAY, JUNE 10, 1996 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I now ask that the Senate 
stand in adjournment under the pre
vious order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 1:57 p.m., adjourned until Monday, 
June 10, 1996, at 12 noon. 
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